Clemson University

TigerPrints
All Dissertations

Dissertations

12-2009

We're Here Now: An Exploratory Study of the
Relationships Between Tourism and PostMigration Community Participation and Sense of
Community
Jason Draper
Clemson University, jadrape@clemson.edu

Follow this and additional works at: https://tigerprints.clemson.edu/all_dissertations
Part of the Kinesiology Commons
Recommended Citation
Draper, Jason, "We're Here Now: An Exploratory Study of the Relationships Between Tourism and Post-Migration Community
Participation and Sense of Community" (2009). All Dissertations. 482.
https://tigerprints.clemson.edu/all_dissertations/482

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Dissertations at TigerPrints. It has been accepted for inclusion in All Dissertations by
an authorized administrator of TigerPrints. For more information, please contact kokeefe@clemson.edu.

WE'RE HERE NOW: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIPS
BETWEEN TOURISM AND POST-MIGRATION COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
AND SENSE OF COMMUNITY

A Dissertation
Presented to
the Graduate School of
Clemson University

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree
Doctor of Philosophy
Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management

by
Jason Alan Draper
December 2009

Accepted by:
William C. Norman, Committee Chair
Robert H. Becker
Chi-Ok Oh
Kenneth L. Robinson

i

ABSTRACT
Research has suggested that visiting a community can result in an inclination
(Cuba, 1989) or likelihood of moving there (McHugh, 1990). One reason that may
contribute to the decision to move is tourism experiences provide an opportunity for
visitors to compare the destination to their current community and determine if voids that
exist would be filled should they relocate (Haug, Dann, & Mehmetoglu, 2007).
However, should tourists decide to relocate, research is needed that examines how
tourists transition to being a resident (Oigenblick & Kirschenbaum, 2002) and policy
implications of residential growth. The purpose of this exploratory study was twofold.
First, this study examined what trip characteristics (i.e., number of trip, season of trip,
purpose of trip, type of trip, relocation related trips, and business opportunity trips)
contributed to the decision to move to a community in which respondents had previously
been visitors. The second purpose of this study was to examine if the number of times
visited and self assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community
influenced in-migrants’ community participation, social interaction, sense of community,
and overall community satisfaction.
Results suggested that leisure trips and general vacations contribute to the
decision to relocate. In addition, visiting to look for a community to permanently
relocate further confirmed the decision to move. The experience as a tourist prior to
moving was positively related to level of community participation, social interaction with
friends and neighbors, sense of community, and overall community satisfaction.
However, this tourism and migration process presents potential challenges for growing
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communities. For example, communities who convert tourists to residents may require
additional infrastructure, which is typically not covered by the increased property tax that
comes with residential growth (Ulbrich & London, 2008).
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
For a period while growing up outside Chicago it seemed every year the family
would take two vacations to my grandparent’s timeshare in Wisconsin. Although the
vacations included leisure activities (e.g., golf in the summer and downhill skiing in the
winter), other aspects of the trips still seemed like normal daily life. My Grandparents
seemed to visit their timeshare about every other week. Sometimes it was difficult to
determine if they felt their home was in the Chicago suburbs or their timeshare in
Wisconsin. They certainly appeared to be at home in Chicago or at their timeshare. It
seemed it would have been a natural transition for them to permanently move to the area.
However, my grandparents never permanently moved to the area where they still own a
timeshare. I still wonder why people move and what it might have to do with tourism
experiences at a destination prior to moving there. Also, what happens when people
become permanent residents of a community in which they used to vacation or visit?
Background
The migration literature includes studies that examined push-pull factors (Haas &
Serow, 1993) and the role of amenities (Chen & Rosenthal, 2008; Kuentzel &
Ramaswamy, 2005; Rudzitis, 1999) in decisions to move. The literature on elderly
migration has proposed there may be several possible mechanisms that individually or
collectively initiate the relocation process, such as prior ties to a community, the desire
for change in lifestyle, to be closer to friends or family, and cost of living (Wiseman,
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1980). Prior ties to a community could include it being one’s birthplace and/or where
someone was raised, or previously vacationed.
Williams and Hall (2000a) suggested one migration flow related to tourism is
based on consumption. For example, visitors may purchase vacation or retirement homes
in a community, which could lead to more frequent visits. A study of retirees to Cape
Cod suggested “A long history of visiting a particular area can predispose some toward
moving there” (Cuba, 1989, p. 64). Another study identified seasonal migration as an
alternative or an antecedent to an eventual permanent move to a community (McHugh,
1990). In addition, visiting or vacationing in a community has been identified as an
important contributor to retirement destination selection (Haas & Serow, 1993). The
Center for Carolina Living (n.d., http://www.carolinaliving.com/press-release/turbotourist-definition.pdf) uses the term ‘turbo-tourists’ to refer to frequent visitors who travel
to a number of destinations in search of a new home. The phenomenon can also create a
snowball effect, in which friends and relatives who visit those who have moved may
follow in their footsteps.
Prior to moving to a community, tourists may experience the destination solely
through its tourism amenities and facilities with little or no exposure to regular daily life.
These tourism experiences have been referred to as ‘staged authenticity’ (MacCannell,
1999), the ‘extraordinary’ (Cuba, 1989), restricted because of the transitory nature
(Lengyel, 1975), and an escape from one’s ordinary life and responsibilities (Graburn,
1977). However, visitor satisfaction has been identified as a contributor to deciding to
move to a destination (Bowen & Schouten, 2008). A satisfactory experience or
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prolonged exposure to a tourism destination might reveal what life may be like should
one decide to move there.
Research has suggested that recreation preferences (e.g., activity site) are
influenced by prior experience(s) of participants (Hammitt, 1981). Schreyer, Lime, and
Williams (1984) introduced the term experience use history (EUH), which “represents an
indicator of the extent and type of information available to the individual obtained
through participation in differing circumstances” (p. 35). In tourism research, prior
experience has been used to examine the intent of tourists’ involvement with certain
settings (Pearce & Kang, 2009) and current spending and activities (Lehto, O’Leary, &
Morrison, 2004). Huang and Hsu (2009) found that intention to revisit a tourist
destination was predicted by prior experience, which was measured by the number of
times respondents visited and their trip satisfaction. Prior experience in a destination has
also been linked to the decision to move there. Cuba (1991) found that over 70% of
“regular” and “seasonal” visitors never considered moving anywhere but Cape Cod upon
their retirement. In another study, one-third of seasonal RV park visitors in Phoenix,
Arizona were slightly or very likely to move there (McHugh, 1990). These visitor
experiences might influence how one would become involved and participate in
community activities, develop social networks, a sense of the community, and if they
would be satisfied living there. In other words, the exposure to the community gained
through the visitation experience(s) might help tourists who move there overcome a
challenge described by Cuba (1989):
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Thus, the central issue facing the tourist-turned-resident is how to
transform these characteristics that define the nature of tourism—the
extraordinary—into the everyday—the ordinary. To put it another way,
how does one come to feel at home in a place heretofore defined as away
from home? (p. 64)
In addition to the experience as a visitor or tourist, it is important to consider how
length of residence changes one’s participation and attitudes toward their community.
Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) suggested the length one has resided in a community is an
important predictor of residents’ behaviors and attitudes. The study revealed length of
residence was related to “sense of belonging” and participation in formal community
organizations (Kasarda & Janowitz, 1974). More recently, length of residence was found
to be a highly significant predictor of “social bonds,” one’s feeling that the area in which
they lived was their true home, and attachment to their community (Theodori, 2004b).
One aspect of a community is the collectivity of members’ actions (Wilkinson,
1999) which contributes to the overall good of the community (Matarrita-Cascante &
Luloff, 2008). This can be a challenge in areas with a mix of resident groups (e.g.,
seasonal vs. permanent, long-term vs. newcomers) who may possess different values,
resulting in potential ‘culture clash’ or gangplank’ syndrome (Smith & Krannich, 2000).
However, participation of all residents contributes to finding a common ground among
the various groups and ability to address community issues (Matarrita-Cascante & Luloff,
2008).
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Jordan (1980) suggested tourists are regularly excluded from community
participation in the destination(s) they visit. Reasons for exclusion include participation
such as serving in government capacity requires permanent residence status and several
other groups do not meet during the tourist season (Cuba, 1989). However, for newer
residents, identifying community participation opportunities and getting involved can
help with the transition from visitor to resident by moving from “leisure activities toward
other forms of participation in the community” (Cuba, 1989, p. 65).
According to Cuba (1989), visiting a community before moving allows future
residents to make acquaintances with residents and others at the destination. Cuba (1989)
found that over four-fifths (85%) of people who visited Cape Cod had an acquaintance(s)
on the island before moving there. The author further suggested that once people move
to their new community the friendships and acquaintances can help newcomer residents
feel a sense of being at home. However, given the development of social networks prior
to moving to the community on a permanent basis, visitors’ sense or feeling of residing in
the community may have already been influenced, which may help answer Cuba’s (1989)
question of how prior visitors transition to the destination becoming their home.
One measure of “feeling at home” is sense of community. McMillan and Chavis
(1986) proposed four dimensions to represent the theory of sense of community. First,
the ‘membership’ factor represents residents’ “feeling of belonging or of sharing a sense
of personal relatedness” (p. 9). Second, ‘influence’ is the sense that everyone in the
community matters and together they can solve their problems and address local issues.
Third, ‘integration and fulfillment of needs’ factor represents the community’s ability and
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resources to meet the needs of its members. Finally, there is a ‘shared emotional
connection’ where residents share a common bond, events, history, and can depend on
each other. An individual with a heightened sense of community might be identified as
one who, when she or he talks about their community, you know there is nowhere else
they would rather live. Visitors may develop a deeper understanding of the communities
they visit when attending events where both residents and tourists are in attendance, such
as festivals. Furthermore, the acquaintances Cuba (1989) indicated can develop between
tourists and residents may help with the transition of in-migrants to their new home or
community.
Research has determined that most people are satisfied with communities that are
“friendly, trusting, and supportive” (Filkins, Allen, & Cordes, 2000, p. 85). Visitors who
are satisfied and establish acquaintances prior to moving, as found by Cuba (1989), might
determine they would likely be satisfied living in the community as a permanent resident
and contribute to the decision to move.
Cuba (1989) suggested an inclination to move somewhere as a result of visiting or
vacationing there. He indicated that some of the visitors to Cape Cod decided to stay
longer than originally intended. For example, some extended their vacations and others,
such as recent retirees, stayed as new residents of the community. McHugh (1990)
indicated that seasonal visitation may lead to more lengthy visits with increasing
expectations of moving to a destination.
The type of trip and presence of friends and family can also contribute to a
relocation decision (Cuba, 1991). Regular (71.4%) and seasonal visitors (76.9%) did not
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even consider an alternative destination for their retirement community. Over three
fourths (78.0%) of those who had friends and family on Cape Cod only considered
retiring there and nowhere else. In studying the likelihood of migration, McHugh (1990)
found that over one-third (37.2%) of seasonal RV park users in Phoenix, Arizona were
slightly or very likely to move there. As a result of these studies, it appears tourism
characteristics such as purpose of visit (e.g., visit friends/relatives), as well as length
and/or type of trip (e.g., weekend getaway, general vacation) may influence the decision
to move to the community.
Communities experiencing in migration or residential growth also face
government and local policy challenges. Ulbrich and London (2008) suggested
residential growth has benefits, such as members with diverse skills and ideas, but also
challenges for the local government. Challenges associated with residential growth
include the provision of and revenue required to provide public services. For example,
residential growth could require the building and maintenance of additional roads,
schools, as well as fire and police stations. While residential growth may require
additional infrastructure, such as schools and firehouses, there is also an ongoing cost to
providing these services, such as additional teachers and firemen. Ulbrich and London
(2008) suggested that the increased property tax from residential growth typically does
not amount to enough revenue to pay for the new infrastructure and services required by
the new residents. As a result, communities facing residential growth should consider
alternative options to funding the increased infrastructure and services.
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In migration can also result in unintended consequences. Ulbrich (2007)
indicated growth in residential areas can increase the price of land, which in turn
increases property taxes, resulting from families with higher incomes typically drive
residential growth. The unintended consequence could be that long term residents decide
to relocate because they can no longer afford living in the community. In addition,
affordable housing becomes more difficult for others who would like to move to the
community.
Problem Statement
Prior research has suggested that vacationing in a community can influence the
decision or the likelihood to move there (Cuba, 1989 & 1991; McHugh, 1990).
Although literature indicates there is a link between migration and tourism, Williams and
Hall (2000b) suggested there is a need to further examine the relationship across multiple
disciplines. However, prior studies have examined relatively limited visitor experiences
that contributed to the decision to move to the destination.
Another area in need of research is the integration of tourists who become
residents of the destination (Oigenblick & Kirschenbaum, 2002). The authors suggested
a comparative study of those who visited versus those who did not prior to moving to
their community. This study primarily focused on the relationship between visiting and
behaviors and attitudes after moving. However, subsequent analyses were conducted to
examine differences in behaviors and attitudes between those who visited and those who
did not prior to relocating to their current community. This research is further warranted
by the idea that the tourism experience provides visitors an opportunity to make a
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comparison and determine if their life would be better should they move to destination, as
opposed to their current community. Haug, Dann, and Mehmetoglu (2007) suggested
that although an experience as a tourist is not likely that of everyday life, “It is through an
appreciation of their own social identity at home that they can collectively recognize
what is missing and what can boost their life domains” (p. 220) should one temporarily or
permanently move there. In the context of this study, experience as a tourist was used to
examine what contributes to the decision to move to the destination.
Study Purpose
The purpose of this exploratory study was twofold. First, the study examined
what trip characteristics contributed to the decision to move to a community in which
respondents had previously been visitors. Trip characteristics in this study included the
number of visits in the five years preceding the move, visiting during the four travel
seasons (i.e., winter, spring, summer, fall), the purpose of trip (e.g., leisure, business, visit
friends, visit relatives), the type of trip (e.g., weekend getaway, vacation, stay for an
entire season), as well as relocation related trips (e.g., look for a community to
permanently relocate) and business opportunity trips (e.g., look for a community to start a
business). The decision to move to one’s current community was a self assessment of
respondents’ decision to move to the community that asked how influential their visits
were in the decision to move there.
The second purpose of this study was examine if the number of times visited and
self assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community on in-migrants’
community participation, social interaction, sense of community, and overall community
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satisfaction. The study also examined length of residence as a potential moderator of
significant relationships. The inclusion of length of residence was to determine if inmigrants’ community participation, social interaction, sense of community, and overall
community satisfaction varied at different levels of length of residence (e.g., short-term
vs. long-term).
Study Site
The site for this study included North Carolina and South Carolina, or the
‘Carolinas’ (n.d., http://www.carolinaliving.com/press-release/turbo-touristdefinition.pdf). North Carolina has an estimated population of over 9.2 million in 2006,
which is an increase of 14.6% over 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009a). South Carolina’s
population has grown 11.7% since 2000 to close to 4.5 million in 2006 (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2009b). Both states’ increases during this time period exceeded the aggregate
8.0% growth in population for the United States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009a, 2009b).
The population of this study was in-migrants to North Carolina and South
Carolina. The sampling frame for this study consisted of a convenience sample of
inquirers to the Center for Carolina Living. The list of inquirers was reduced to those
individuals who were identified as having moved to or within the Carolinas through a
series of National Change of Address audits conducted by the Center for Carolina Living.
The sample for this study was sent a series of emails requesting completion of a
web based survey. A series of regression (i.e., multivariate and logistic) were conducted
to answer the exploratory study’s research questions.
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Research Questions
This section provides the research questions addressed in this study. The research
questions are organized according to the two study purposes.
Purpose One Research Questions
The first set of research questions examined aspects of visiting the community
that contributed to the decision to move there. The outcome variable for these research
questions was a self assessment measure that asked respondents to indicate how
influential visiting their current community was in the decision to move there measured
on a scale of 1 = Not at all Influential to 5 = Very Influential. The predictor variables
include number of trips, tourism seasons (e.g., winter, spring, summer, fall), trip purposes
(e.g., leisure, business, visit friends), type of trip (e.g., weekend getaway, general
vacation), staying at a vacation residence (e.g., vacation home owned, friends vacation
home), relocation related trips (e.g., look for a community to permanently relocate,
community to move to be closer to friends), and business opportunity trips (e.g., look for
a community to relocate an existing business, a community to start a business). The
specific research questions included:
RQ1: Does the number of visits in the five years prior to relocating
contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to
move to their current community?
RQ2: Does the season of the trip contribute to North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community?
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RQ3: Does the purpose of the trip contribute to North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community?
RQ4: Does the type of trip contribute to North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community?
RQ5: Does staying at a vacation residence contribute to North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current
community?
RQ6: Does visiting the community for relocation related trips contribute to
North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their
community?
RQ7: Does visiting the community for business opportunity trips
contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to
move to their current community?
Purpose Two Research Questions
The previous research questions examined characteristics of visiting a community
that contributed to the decision to move there. The next series of questions examined the
relationship between visiting a community prior to moving there and post-migration
behaviors and attitudes. Three predictor variables were included in the analysis to
examine the first four primary research questions. First, respondents were asked “About
how many times did you visit where you currently live during the five years PRIOR to
moving there?” with the following response options: 0, 1-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21 or
more. The second item to measure visiting one’s community prior to moving there was a
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self assessment item that asked respondents to “Please indicate how influential your prior
visits to where you currently live were in your decision to move there” measured on a
scale of 1 = Not at all Influential to 5 = Very Influential. This item was developed based
on the hypothesis put forth by Cuba (1989) that visiting a community can influence the
decision to move there. Cuba (1991) examined likelihood to move based on prior
experience. Furthermore, Haug, Dann, and Mehmetoglu (2007) suggested visiting a
community provides a framework for comparing life where a tourist currently lives with
how it would change by becoming a resident of a destination they visit. This position
suggested there is a self assessment of what life would be like should one decide to move
to a community they visit.
If the relationship between visiting one’s community prior to moving there and
behaviors and attitudes were significant, follow-up questions asked if the relationship was
moderated by length of residence. In other words, moderation tested if the relationship
between visiting one’s community prior to moving there and their behaviors or attitudes
varied at different lengths of residence. Therefore, the length of residence item was
included in the initial models. Respondents were asked the year and month they moved
to their current community. The year and month variables were used to compute length
of residence by number of months.
The following are the research questions related to the second purpose of the
study. After each research question is a description of how the outcome variable was
measured. The first research question for this study examined in-migrants’ community
participation as the dependent variable:
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RQ8: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s community prior to relocating
and community participation of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
This research question was examined with three specific research questions:
RQ8a: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s community prior to
relocating and the level of community participation of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants?
RQ8b: Is the relationship between visiting one’s community prior to
relocating and the level of community participation moderated by length
of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
RQ8c: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s community prior to
relocating and types of community participation of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants?
The outcome variables for these research questions were used in prior studies that
indicated community participation is a vital component for addressing local issues (e.g.,
Matarrita-Cascante & Luloff, 2008). The items included a self assessment of level of
participation to answer RQ8a and RQ80, which asked respondents how active they were
in their current community’s activities on a scale of 1 = Not at all Active to 5 = Very
Active. Nine specific types of community participation (e.g., Attended a local
community event, Worked with other local residents to try and deal with some
community issue or problems) were assessed as outcome variables for RQ8c.
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The second set of research questions examined the number of times and the
influence of visiting one’s community prior to moving there and social interaction. The
main research question for social interaction was:
RQ9: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s community prior to relocating
and social interaction of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
Social interaction included three outcome variables: friends, relatives, and neighbors used
in previous studies that indicated social interaction is an important opportunity to discuss
local issues (e.g., Matarrita-Cascante & Luloff, 2008). The specific research questions
included:
RQ9Friends: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s community
prior to relocating and social interaction with friends of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants?
RQ9aFriends: Is the relationship between visiting one’s community prior
to relocating and social interaction with friends moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
RQ9Relatives: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s community
prior to relocating and social interaction with relatives of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants?
RQ9aRelatives: Is the relationship between visiting one’s community prior
to relocating and social interaction with relatives moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
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RQ9Neighbors: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s community
prior to relocating and social interaction with neighbors of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants?
RQ9aNeighbors: Is the relationship between visiting one’s community
prior to relocating and social interaction with neighbors moderated by
length of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
The third primary research question examined the relationship between visiting
one’s community prior to moving there and sense of community based on the Sense of
Community Index-2 (Chavis, Lee, & Acosta, 2008). The research questions were:
RQ10: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s community prior to
relocating and sense of community of North Carolina and South Carolina inmigrants?
Sense of community included four dimensions or factors. The specific research questions
for the four factors were:
RQ10Reinforcement of Needs: Is there a relationship between visiting
one’s community prior to relocating and the reinforcement of needs factor
of sense of community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
RQ10aReinforcement of Needs: Is the relationship between visiting one’s
community prior to relocating and the reinforcement of needs factor of
sense of community moderated by length of residence of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants?
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RQ10Membership: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s
community prior to relocating and the membership factor of sense of
community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
RQ10aMembership: Is the relationship between visiting one’s community
prior to relocating and the membership factor of sense of community
moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina
in-migrants?
RQ10Influence: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s community
prior to relocating and the influence factor of sense of community of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
RQ10aInfluence: Is the relationship between visiting one’s community
prior to relocating and the influence factor of sense of community
moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina
in-migrants?
RQ10Shared Emotional Connection: Is there a relationship between
visiting one’s community prior to relocating and the shared emotional
connection factor of sense of community of North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants?
RQ10aShared Emotional Connection: Is the relationship between visiting
one’s community prior to relocating and the shared emotional connection
factor of sense of community moderated by length of residence of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
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The fourth research question examined visiting one’s community prior to moving
there and overall community satisfaction. The specific questions were:
RQ11: Is there a relationship between visiting one’s community prior to
relocating and overall community satisfaction of North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants?
RQ11a: Is the relationship between visiting one’s community prior to
relocating and overall community satisfaction moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants?
Hypotheses
This section states the hypotheses related to the research questions stated above.
The hypotheses are organized according to the two study purposes.
Purpose One Hypotheses
Null hypotheses included to test research questions for the first study purpose
included:
NH1: The number of visits in the five years prior to moving did not
contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to
move to their current community.
NH2: The season of the trip did not contribute North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community.
NH3: The purpose of the trip did not contribute to North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community.
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NH4: The type of trip did not contribute to North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community.
NH5: Staying at a vacation residence did not contribute to North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current
community.
NH6: Visiting the community for relocation related trips did not contribute
to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to
their current community.
NH7: Visiting the community for business opportunity trips did not
contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to
move to their current community.
Purpose Two Hypotheses
The null hypotheses for the second study purpose were related to visiting a
community prior to moving there and in-migrants’ behaviors and attitudes postmigration. The null hypotheses included:
NH8: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating
and community participation of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
The specific null hypotheses for community participation included:
NH8a: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and the level of community participation of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
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NH8b: The relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating
and the level of community participation is not moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH8c: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and types of community participation of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
NH9: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating
and social interaction of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH9a: The relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating and
social interaction is not moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
The specific null hypotheses to examine the three types of social interaction included:
NH9Friends: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior
to relocating and social interaction with friends of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
NH9aFriends: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and social interaction with friends is not moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH9Relatives: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and social interaction with relatives of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants.
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NH9aRelatives: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and social interaction with relatives is not moderated by length
of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH9Neighbors: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and social interaction with neighbors of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH9aNeighbors: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and social interaction with neighbors is not moderated by length
of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
The third research question examined the relationship between visiting a community
prior to moving there and sense of community. The null hypothesis for sense of
community was:
NH10: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating
and sense of community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH10a: The relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating and
sense of community is not moderated by length of residence of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants.
Research questions were posed for each factor of sense of community. The null
hypotheses were:
NH10Reinforcement of Needs: There is no relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the reinforcement of needs factor of
sense of community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
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NH10aReinforcement of Needs: The relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the reinforcement of needs factor of
sense of community is not moderated by length of residence of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH10Membership: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and the membership factor of sense of community of
North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH10aMembership: The relationship between visiting a community prior
to relocating and the membership factor of sense of community is not
moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina
in-migrants.
NH10Influence: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and the influence factor of sense of community of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH10aInfluence: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and the influence factor of sense of community is not
moderated by length of residence of North Carolina in-migrants.
NH10Shared Emotional Connection: There is no relationship between
visiting a community prior to relocating and the shared emotional
connection factor of sense of community of North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants.
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NH10aShared Emotional Connection: The relationship between visiting
one’s community prior to relocating and the shared emotional connection
factor of sense of community is not moderated by length of residence of
North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
The next research question examined the relationship between visiting one’s community
prior to relocating and overall community satisfaction. The null hypotheses included:
NH11: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and overall community satisfaction of North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants.
NH11a: The relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating
and overall community satisfaction is not moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
Study Contributions
This study has two contributions. First, the study builds on previous research that
suggests visiting a community contributes to the decision to move there. This
exploratory study builds on the previous research by expanding the variables used to
assess what contributes to the decision to relocate. Second, the study examined how the
tourism experience contributed to integration into the community through outcome
variables that included community participation, social interaction, sense of community,
and overall community satisfaction. The study also discusses the policy implications of
residential growth resulting from tourism, and other, in migration.

23

Definitions of Terms
This section provides definitions of terms related to this study. The terms
included:
In migration – Migration within a country, from one state or geographic area to another.
For the purposes of this study, in migration is the process of people moving to or within
North Carolina and South Carolina.
In-migrant – The term that refers to an individual in a community or geographic to which
they moved. For this study, in-migrants are people who moved to North Carolina and
South Carolina.
Prior experience – Prior experience is the term used to measure the exposure of visitors to
a tourism destination. Two items were used to measure prior experience. First, the
number of times in-migrants visited their current community prior to moving there
(number). The second measure of prior experience was a self assessment of the influence
of visiting in the decision to move there, which is referred to as ‘decision to move’.
Number of Visits – Number of visits was how many times in-migrants visited their
current community in the five years prior to moving there.
Season of Visits – Season of visits included the four seasons (i.e., winter, spring, summer,
and fall).
Purpose of Trip – The purpose of trip included reasons (e.g., leisure, business,
convention/group meeting, and visit friends) for visiting one’s current community prior to
moving there.
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Type of Trip – The type of trip included visiting one’s community prior to moving there
for a getaway weekend, general vacation, and stay for an entire season.
Relocation Related Trips – Relocation related trips included items about visiting one’s
community to look for a community for some reason related to moving there (e.g., look
for a community to permanently relocated, a community for retirement, a community to
be closer to family).
Business Opportunity Trips – Business opportunity trips prior to moving to one’s current
community included to look for a community to relocate an existing business and a
community to start a business.
Length of Residence – Length of residence in this study is defined as the number of
months respondents have resided in their current community. Length of residence was
measured with a computed variable of the number of months respondents lived in their
current community.
Community Participation – Community participation is the level of and ways in which
residents work to address issues or problems in their community. Community
participation included the level of participation ways residents become active in their
community. The items used in this study for community participation have been used in
previous studies (e.g., Matarrita-Cascante, Luloff, Krannich, and Field, 2006; MatarritaCascante & Luloff, 2008).
Social Interaction - Social interaction is how frequently people network with other
groups. This study included three groups (friends, relatives, neighbors) that were used in
previous research (Matarrita-Cascante & Luloff, 2008).
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Sense of Community – Sense of community was defined by McMillan and Chavis
(1986), who indicated there are four dimensions: membership, influence, fulfillment of
needs, and shared emotional connection. Sense of community is an individual’s feeling
they relate to other members and belong, the community is unified, living in the
community is gratifying and the needs of members are met, and members share a bond,
as well as icons and events that celebrate the community. This study used the Sense of
Community Index-2 (Chavis, Lee, & Acosta, 2008) with the following sub-indexes:
reinforcement of needs, membership, influence, and shared emotional connection.
Definitions of each of the sub-indexes are:
Reinforcement of Needs – The reinforcement of needs dimension of sense of
community is an indicator of whether or not the community can meet the needs of
its members.
Membership – The membership factor of sense of community measures whether
individuals feel they belong in their community or not.
Influence – The influence factor of sense of community is one’s assessment of
both their ability to influence their community and vice versa.
Shared Emotional Connection – The shared emotional connection of sense of
community measures members’ understanding and identification with their
community’s history. The history of the community is often shared through
member interactions and community events, such as festivals.
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Overall Community Satisfaction – Overall community satisfaction is a subjective
measure of individual aspects or the aggregate of where one lives. This study measured
overall or aggregate community satisfaction.
Dissertation Outline
This dissertation is organized into six chapters, including this chapter. Chapter
two is a review of literature related to this study, including migration and tourism, prior
experience, community participation, social interaction, sense of community, and
community satisfaction. Because the study was conducted using an online questionnaire,
the chapter also includes a brief review of literature related to Internet or online surveys.
Chapter three contains visual representations and discussion of the conceptual models
analyzed in this study. Chapter four presents the methods used in this study. This chapter
includes a description of a small focus group, beta test, pilot test, population and sample,
the final questionnaire, data collection, and response rate. The results, including
hypothesis testing, of this study are presented in chapter five. Chapter six is the
conclusion, which includes a summary of study findings and discussion followed by
theoretical, policy, and practical implications, as well as limitations of the study and
recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides a review of the literature related to this study. In particular,
the chapter reviews literature beginning with migration and tourism and migration. Next,
experience use history, including how experience has been used in tourism research are
reviewed. Next, the chapter includes a discussion of literature related to length of
residence. Literature is also reviewed that covers community participation, social
interaction, sense of community, and community satisfaction. Finally, because this study
was conducted using the Internet, there is also a review of literature related to this method
of survey research.
Migration
Prior to discussing the proposed relationships between migration and tourism it is
important to provide a clear conceptualization of migration and migrants. One definition
of migration is “the change in residence involving movement between communities”
(Ritchey, 1976, p. 364). This relatively basic definition focuses on the process of
relocating from one community to another community. Migration can be further
dissected by the terms in migration and out migration. Perry (2006) indicates in
migration is migration or moving into an area or community while out migration is
moving out of an area or community. Typically, the migration process is recorded over a
certain time period for reference and comparisons. In addition, during a given time frame
the term net migration refers to the in migration and out migration difference (Perry,
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2006). If the net migration difference is positive a community experienced more people
moving to than out of the area.
The individual persons taking part in the migration process are referred to as
migrants, defined as “persons who have changed their primary residence to the extent that
they relocated to a different community” (Nam, 1994, p. 223). Nam (1994) differentiates
migrants with what he refers to as local movers, by indicating “that migrants are intended
to be those that have severed ties with the people and institutions of an area, whereas
local movers have not” (p. 223). Migrants are referred to as out-migrant in the
community they moved from and in-migrants in their new community. For example,
someone moving from a community in New York to a community in South Carolina
would be an out-migrant in the New York community and an in-migrant in the South
Carolina community.
There are also variations of the term migrant depending on the geographical
boundary crossed in the migration process. Nam (1994) refers to one who crosses a state
boundary in the migration process as an interstate migrant and a regional boundary as an
interregional migrant. Nam (1994) also refers to anyone who relocates within a country
as internal migrants, whereas individuals who move from one country to another are
given the name international migrant.
Reasons for Migration
The reasons for migrating may be numerous. Rudzitis (1999) suggested an
assumption of migration theory is people moved for economic benefits, such as increased
incomes or where the dollar would go further. However, research has revealed that
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amenities play an important role in the migration decision (Chen & Rosenthal, 2008;
Rudzitis, 1999). Rudzitis (1999) found employment opportunities was rated lower than
such pull factors as “scenery,” environmental quality,” “pace of life,” “outdoor recreation
opportunities,” and “climate.” Chen and Rosenthal (2008) found that educated people
between 20 and 35 flock to destinations where businesses have a better chance to thrive,
which is not surprisingly where businesses prefer to be located. Areas attractive to
businesses are where Chen and Rosenthal (2008) discovered people 50 years of age and
above were leaving for areas with appealing amenities.
Literature has also proposed a model of elderly migration (Wiseman, 1980), as
well as empirically tested a proposed model of retirement migration (Haas & Serow,
1993). Wiseman (1980) suggested the elderly migrate differently than the general public
and, therefore, proposed a model of elderly migration. The model suggests migration
“can be stimulated by one or more of several triggering mechanisms” (Wiseman, 1980, p.
146). However, the author also indicated the factors that can initiate might also be an
inhibitor to moving. Examples include individual factors such as personal finances and
health. Wiseman (1980) suggested the decision to migrate to an amenity rich area to
enjoy retirement is made well in advance of actually retiring. Haas and Serow (1993)
created and tested a model of retirement migration in western North Carolina. The model
begins with ‘remote thoughts’ that are influenced by push and/or pull factors. Sources of
information provide awareness of the pull factors of a potential retirement destination(s)
and individuals can compare pull to the push factors. Haas and Serow (1993) found for
some the idea of relocating started well in advance of retirement:
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This process starts with some early thought of sunny golf courses, warm
beaches, or, in this case, cool Blue Ridge Mountains, far before any
serious planning begins. This remote stage was suggested to us by 6% of
first-time migrants who reported thinking about their retirement move for
more than 15 years before they moved. (p. 215)
Serow (2001) examined the attraction of the southeastern United States as a
retirement region between 1950 and 1990. For each decade of net migration of white
people aged 60 and over, Florida topped the list. Serow (2001) concluded that the study
supported the notion that the attractiveness of the destination is what drew relocating
retirees. Serow (2001) suggests infrastructure (i.e., recreation opportunities, healthcare)
need to be in place to recruit retirees to a community and not funded by retirees after they
migrate to the area.
Retirement migration has revealed a phenomenon referred to as “naturally
occurring retirement communities” or NORCs (Hunt, 1988; Hunt & Ross, 1990; Hunt &
Gunter-Hunt, 1985). Hunt and Gunter-Hunt (1985) defined NORCs with a number of
characteristics. First, they are unplanned communities that house an older population.
Second, NORCs start as an integrated community with all ages, but eventually younger
residents move out and the retirees are the predominant population. Third, NORCs do
not promote the community or building(s) as a retirement community and even its
members do not recognize they live in a retirement community. As a result, NORCs can
exist within a building or community and because they are not promoted, they might be
difficult to identify.
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Hunt and Gunter-Hunt (1985) suggested NORCs evolve through two methods.
The first the authors called “aging in place” where individuals became a resident while
under the age of fifty. The second is developed as residents relocate to the NORC. The
authors suggested retirees have been attracted to NORCs “in all parts of the county from
northern Michigan to the sun belt” (Hunt & Gunter-Hunt, 1985, p. 9). Hunt (1988)
indicated that NORCs could be created in a vacation area, including resorts. However,
the tourism related component was not the main attractor for relocating to a NORC.
Hunt (1988) examined the attractiveness of NORCs and why inhabitants moved
from their previous residence. The maintenance and size of the residence was a common
reason for both moving to a NORC and leaving the previous residence. Hunt (1988)
suggested that the maintenance and size reason was often associated with the loss of their
housemate and declining health of the respondent. In order to overcome this challenge
the author found most residents found a NORC near their friends or neighbors who could
continue providing assistance. Hunt and Ross (1990) examined differences between
apartment complexes that evolved into NORCs and those that did not to identify what
attracted older people to them. The study confirmed the finding of Hunt (1988) that a
major attraction to the NORC was the closeness to friends or family, while non-NORC
members emphasized proximity to shopping and leisure opportunities.
Tourism and Migration
Conceptually, migration and tourism have been linked in a number of ways.
Williams and Hall (2000a) suggested there are two distinct connections. First, migration
related to labor may be necessary in areas where the local workforce cannot serve the
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influx of tourists. For labor migration Williams and Hall (2000b) indicated the rapid
growth of tourism destinations has made migrant labor a necessity to fill the void of local
workers. Aitken and Hall (2000) empirically examine labor tourism migration and
benefits that local businesses may obtain through migrant workers.
Based on a survey of New Zealand tourism sector businesses, Aitken and Hall
(2000) examined the relationship “between the value placed on foreign skills and a
tourism business’s success at selling services overseas” (p. 66). The study argues that
immigrants bring human capital, entrepreneurship, and networks that may be beneficial
to the local industry in marketing to migrants’ home countries. However, the results
indicated that of the businesses that attempted overseas sales, only 6.1% regarded the
skills as ‘very important’ and 27.3% ‘somewhat important’ to their business. The authors
suggest the skills of immigrant workers that are valued the highest by tourism business
managers include the contacts or networks possessed the home country, knowledge of
foreign culture, practices, and ethics.
The second migration and tourism relationship discussed by Williams and Hall
(2000a) is based on consumption. The authors suggested these relationships include
seasonal visitation, vacation homes, and retirement. Williams and Hall (2000b) described
retirement migrants as similar to labor migrants, except for the need for employment.
Empirical research has examined the migration and tourism link in terms of pushpull factors (Oigenblick & Kirschenbaum, 2002; Rudzitis, 1999; Stimson & Minnery,
1998), the role of amenities (Kuentzel & Ramaswamy, 2005; Rudzitis, 1999), tourist
satisfaction (Bowen & Schouten, 2008; ), and retirement (Cuba, 1989, 1991; Gustafson,
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2002; Haas & Serow, 1993; Rodroguez, 2001; Truly, 2002; Williams, King, Warnes, &
Patterson, 2000). Another area of tourism and migration research includes seasonal
visitation (Gustafson, 2002; McHugh, 1990). A number of studies overlap categories,
such as seasonal and retirement (e.g., Gustafson, 2002) and push-pull and amenities (e.g.,
Rudzitis, 1999).
Oigenblick and Kirschenbaum (2002) examined the relationship of push-pull,
social capital, and the tourism system to determine the probability of migrating to Israel.
The indicators of push-pull included two variables about being Jewish, one for
respondent and one for spouse, and income level. The social capital variable was
measured by assessing if relatives were economically established in Israel, proximity to
relatives in Israel, and advice of relatives related to moving to Israel. The tourism
systems variables measured perceived benefits of moving to Israel. The study used
stepwise logistic regressions, adding sets of predictor variables in the order the predictors
are summarized to examine two outcome variables: impact of a visit on deciding to
migrate and how ready they were to move to Israel. The study found that variables
related to push-pull theory were not significant in the models including all three sets of
predictor variables.
Stimson and Minnery (1998) examined reasons people left their origin for
Australia’s Gold Coast using push-pull. Top reasons respondents left their previous
community included ‘Dislike area’, ‘Employment, economic conditions’, and to be
‘Closer to family/friends’. Respondents indicated they chose the Gold Coast to be ‘Closer
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to family/friends’, ‘Employment’, and the ‘climate’. The authors suggest there are some
inconsistencies with the push-pull theory of migration to the Australia’s Gold Coast.
Another line of research to examine migration and tourism emphasized the role of
amenities. Rudzitis (1999) examined push-pull factors of recreation and tourism related
amenities (e.g., ‘outdoor recreation’ and ‘scenery’) for migration to the rural West of the
United States. The author compared push versus pull scores for respondents who lived in
metropolitan areas and found high pull scores for ‘scenery’, pace of life’, and ‘outdoor
recreation’.
Kuentzel and Ramaswamy (2005) examined how changes in development of
tourism in the rural town of Stowe, Vermont were related to migration. Migration was
measured by the change in permanent and vacation homes in the area. Tourism
development was measured by the number of accommodation rooms, seats in restaurants,
and number of retail stores. The study revealed two tourism development measures,
accommodations and retail, were significant predictors of net migration. The other
tourism development measure, number of seats in restaurants, was significant at a .10
alpha level.
Bowen and Schouten (2008) examined the relationship of tourist satisfaction and
subsequent migration. The exploratory study was conducted through qualitative research
using data from the local government of the Calvia region of Spain, as well as interviews
and a small scale quantitative study using a self-administered questionnaire. The study
revealed that satisfaction as a tourist played a major role in the decision to migrate to the
study region.
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A number of studies have examined the tourism and retirement migration (Cuba,
1989, 1991; Gustafson, 2002; Haas & Serow, 1993; Rodroguez, 2001; Truly, 2002;
Williams et al., 2000). Cuba (1989, 1991) used Cape Cod as a study site to examine
tourism and retirement migration. Cuba (1989) found that greater than 90% of
participants visited Cape Cod prior to moving there. In addition, two-thirds of study
participants never considered retiring anywhere but Cape Cod. In terms of becoming
members of the community, Cuba (1989) suggested a reorientation from a leisurely
lifestyle as a tourist to a participative one as a resident is required.
Cuba (1991) also examined the role of previous experience and consideration of
retiring in a destination other the Cape Cod. Previous experience was measured with four
items: “ranging from merely talking to a resident (i.e., no personal contact with Cape
Cod), to occasional visiting, regular visiting, and seasonal residence” (Cuba, 1991, p.
206). In examining previous experience with Cape Cod and retirement decisions, those
who visited regularly (71.4%) and seasonally (76.9%) did not consider retiring anywhere
else. Another interesting finding is 75% of respondents who only talked to a resident and
did not visit only considered the Cape for retirement. However, the author notes that this
sub-group of those who only talked to a resident included six respondents, five of whom
moved from somewhere else in Massachusetts. Of respondents who had both friends and
family on Cape Cod prior to moving there, over three-fourths (78%) only considered
retiring there.
Haas and Serow (1993) examined the importance of push and pull factors, as well
as sources of information, for retirement relocation decisions in western North Carolina.
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The authors found prior visitation or vacations were “the single most important source of
information in selecting a place to retire” (p. 215). Other important sources of
information in deciding to retire to western North Carolina were ‘Read publications on
travel/retirement’ and ‘Talked with family/friends in area’.
Williams et al., (2000) examined the role of prior visitation and international
migration for retirement based on four case studies in European destinations. The authors
suggested the experiences of tourists influenced the search process for a retirement
location. The authors also proposed that retiree migrants are potentially hosts for friends
and relatives, similar to the idea that turbo-tourists will likely be visited by these groups
(n.d., http://www.carolinaliving.com/press-release/turbo-tourist-definition.pdf).
Rodriguez (2001) examined the link between tourism and recruiting visitors as a
retiree population in Spain. The author suggested one classification of this group could
be ‘residential tourists’. They are a unique group that is hard to clearly classify as either
resident or tourist. The groups’ behavior varies in that they may reside in the community
permanently or seasonally and they tend to be a relatively mobile group. In addition, as
retirees who migrated to the area they tend to exhibit more tourist motivations and
behaviors. Rodriguez (2001) suggested that the retiree population can help ease the ebb
and flow of tourism as residing in the community year round can help sustain a service
economy.
Gustafson (2002) interviewed retirees of Swedish origin who wintered in Spain
and summered in Sweden. The author found the tourism migrants did not fit the
traditional view of tourism as an escape from daily routines. Although respondents spent
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only their winters in Spain, they were opposed to being classified as tourists. In addition,
the Swedish seasonal residents did no integrate into the local way of life.
Focusing on migration for retirement to international destinations, Truly (2002)
studied Jalisco, Mexico’s Lake Chapala Riviera, an area popular with North American
tourists and retirees. Truly (2002) identified three clusters of migrants to the area and
compared demographics and variables related to the area. Interesting findings included
‘new migrants’ were not as satisfied as ‘negatively selected migrants’ and ‘positively
selected migrants’ with the area. The positively selected group of migrants respected the
culture of the community and was satisfied with their prior homeland. The negatively
selected group was dissatisfied with where they previously lived and the lifestyle of their
new home area was important to them. The new migrant group took fewer trips to the
area prior to relocating compared to the other two groups. In addition, ‘new migrants’
participated less in local charities and had fewer Mexican friends than the positive and
negative groups. These last two findings suggest participation and developing friends or
social networks might occur over time.
Using Phoenix, Arizona as a study site, McHugh (1990) examined seasonal
migration as an antecedent to permanent migration. More specifically, McHugh (1990)
examined the “conditions under which seasonal migration to Phoenix serves as a
substitute for, or precursor to, permanent migration” (p. 229). McHugh (1990) indicated
that the process of moving from seasonal to permanent migration is a process that occurs
over a period of time. The study found that about one-third (37.2%) of Americans who
seasonally resided in the RV park were slightly or very likely to move to Phoenix.
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This section of the literature review focused on the relationships between tourism
and migration. One area that seems to warrant further attention is the experience of being
a tourist and its influence on what happens after people migrate. Cuba (1991) included
experience as a predictor variable(s) to determine its role in the destination in which to
retire. In another study, Cuba (1989) asked how tourists who decide to permanently
migrate develop a sense of home in their new community. The next sections of this
literature review include experience use history, community participation, and sense of
community, which were used in this study to examine the question posed by Cuba
(1989).
Prior Experience
Hammitt (1981) suggested recreationists’ preferences are influenced by prior
experience(s). Schreyer, Lime, and Williams (1984) used the term ‘experience use
history’ (EUH) as an indicator of the frequency and types of prior experiences. The
result of the experience(s) is a deeper knowledge and understanding of the event, place,
or activity. Research using the experience use history framework has been conducted in
studies of river recreationists (Schreyer, Lime, & Williams, 1984; Williams, Schreyer, &
Knopf, 1990), wildland recreationists (Schreyer & Beaulieu, 1986), anglers (Hammitt,
Backlund, & Bixler, 2004), and golfers (Petrick, 2002; Petrick, Backman, Bixler, &
Norman, 2001). Prior experience has also been used in a tourism context
(Anastasopoulos, 1992; Gomez-Jacinto, Martin-Garcia, & Bertiche-Haude’Huyze, 1999;
Huang & Hsu, 2009; Lehto, O’Leary, & Morrison, 2004; Mazursky, 1989; Pearce &
Kang, 2009; Shinew, 1993).
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Prior Experience - Recreation
Schreyer, Lime, and Williams (1984) used the experience use history framework
to segment river users into six groups based on high and low categories of three
experience variables: “1) number of times respondent floated the study river, 2) number
of rivers the respondent has floated, and 3) total number of river trips the respondent has
made” (p. 38-39). The authors found differences among groups in their behaviors on the
study site, participation motives, environmental and trip subjective perceptions, as well as
conflict perceptions, and attitudes about management interventions. Schreyer, Lime, and
Williams (1984) suggest “EUH has the potential to serve as an indicator of the internal
states which have resulted in differing patterns of behavior in recreation environments”
(p. 47).
Williams, Schreyer, and Knopf (1990) also used the experience use history
framework to study river users. The study examined differences in trip motivation across
six different groups, from novice to veteran, created by experience levels. The authors
found some evidence that with increased experience levels there is a change in the
structure of recreationists’ motivations.
Schreyer and Beaulieu (1986) surveyed recreationists in two different settings,
mountain and desert. The purpose of the study was to examine the “influence of the
experience and commitment dimensions of specialization on attributes recreationists use
as criteria to select recreation environments” (Schreyer & Beaulieu, 1986, p. 238). The
study did not reveal differences in the type of preferred attributes of settings for
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recreation by different experience levels. However, the authors noted respondents with
higher levels of experience had rated a number of attributes as more important.
Another experience use history study examined its influence on place bonding
and substitution (Hammitt, Backlund, & Bixler, 2004). Based on level of experience at
the study river and substitute rivers, the authors placed trout anglers into four categories:
‘beginners,’ ‘visitors,’ locals,’ and ‘veterans.’ In terms of place bonding, the ‘veteran’
group had the highest level.
In studies of golfers, the experience use history framework was used to examine
the motivation and constraints (Petrick et al., 2001) and satisfaction, value, and intention
of golf travelers to revisit the respective destination (Petrick, 2002). In both studies, the
EUH framework was used to categorize golfers into what six groups ranging from
“Infrequents” to “Veterans”. With implications for the travel industry, Petrick et al.
(2001) indicated the “Visitors” group was motivated by “status” which golf courses
might use in marketing initiatives. In addition, “Visitors” were constrained by tee time
availability and courses might consider reserving times for non-locals to better serve golf
travelers. Petrick (2002) found that the “Veterans” group was most likely to take golf
trips and along with the “Locals” group had the greatest loyalty.
Prior Experience - Tourism
Mazursky (1989) examined the expectations and satisfaction of stalactite cave
visitors. The author suggested that unlike previous studies, “The interaction and effects
of prior experiences and norms of these factors have to be taken into account to improve
the understanding and predictions of choice decisions” (p. 336). The study revealed that
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prior experiences (e.g., ‘Number of prior visits) did predict future intentions. This
finding confirmed Mazursky’s (1989) hypothesis that intentions are not purely derived
from satisfaction, but also influenced past experience.
Tourism studies have examined how travel experience influence attitudes toward
the host population (e.g., Anastasopoulos, 1992; Gomez-Jacinto, Martin-Garcia, and
Bertiche-Haud’Huyze (1999). Anastasopoulos (1992) examined the change in Greek
tourists’ attitudes toward the political values of Turkish people. Based on a pre and posttrip comparisons, the study revealed the experience of visiting Turkey negatively affected
perceptions of the Turkish people. Gomez-Jacinto, Martin-Garcia, and BerticheHaud’Huyze (1999) hypothesized tourists’ experience can change their attitudes toward
the host residents. The study assessed pre-trip stereotypes visitors had of the host
Spanish population of Costa del Sol Spain. Participants also completed a post-trip survey
after they interacted with the host population during their visitation experience. The
study found that satisfaction with the trip was “positively influenced by the quantity of
activities, intercultural interaction, and the quality of services” (Gomez-Jacinto, MartinGarcia, & Bertiche-Haud’Huyze, 1999).
Shinew (1993) examined the relationships between leisure travel in the past year
and rewards offered in the workplace. Shinew (1993) operationalized “travel experience
use history” with two variables: non-business trips taken in the past year, but not
including day trips, and the importance of pleasure trips. The study revealed the two
“travel experience use history” items were significant in the model including

42

“merchandise incentives”, but not significant in the “cash incentives” or “conference
trips” models.
Lehto, O’Leary, and Morrison (2004) examined the influence of travel
experiences from the past on current behaviors while on vacation. The current behaviors
the authors investigated were participation in activities and spending. The study revealed
that past experience negatively affected current vacation activity. Essentially, the more
travel experience people had the number of activities they participated in on their current
trip declined. The authors suggest prior travel experience somewhat explains current trip
spending. However, the authors suggest, as they found in other studies, more experience
“may lead to more discretionary spending due to better knowledge of the place and its
pricing systems” (Lehto, O’Leary, & Morrison, 2004, p. 814).
Pearce and Kang (2009) examined the effects of prior and recent experience in 23
tourism settings and interest levels of those settings. Respondents were grouped into four
categories based on if they had current and prior experience in the respective tourism
settings (e.g., wildlife, cultural, purpose built). The results supported the hypothesis that
respondents without prior and current experience would have the lowest interest in the
respective tourism setting. However, results among the other three experience levels
were inconsistent, or there were “few reliable generic differences in continuing interest
among” (Pearce & Kang, 2009, p. 185) the other three groups.
Huang and Hsu (2009) examined the effect of the experience of visiting on
constraints and intention to visit a destination again. Visitation, or experience measure,
was measured by the number of times respondents visited the study site, Hong Kong.
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This study revealed that the number of prior visits did not predict visitors’ attitudes to
revisit Hong Kong.
Length of Residence
Length of residence has been proposed as an important potential predictor of
residents’ behavior and development of bonds in their community (Kasarda & Janowitz,
1974). Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) found length of residence to be more important than
attributes of the community itself, such as population size. Length of residence has been
used as a predictor variable to examine community participation (Matarrita-Cascante &
Luloff, 2008; Theodori, 2004a) and attitudes toward development (Green, Marcouiller,
Deller, Erkkila, & Sumathi, 1996; Smith & Krannich, 2000). Theodori (2004a)
controlled for length of residence, among other sociodemographic variables, while
examining community participation predicted by at community attachment and
satisfaction. However, the study indicated that length of residence was not statistically
significant. Matarrita-Cascante and Luloff (2008) found that permanent residents who
were more participative had lived in their community for a longer period of time.
Green et al., (1996) included length of residence while examining differences in
attitudes about land use and development of permanent and seasonal residents. They
found that permanent residents were more in favor of development than seasonal
residents. In addition, permanent residents who lived in the area longer were more
supportive of development than shorter term residents. The study also revealed the more
time seasonal residents spent at their recreational home the more their attitudes mirrored
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those of permanent residents. The authors hypothesize this reflects the additional contact
and social interaction they have with permanent residents.
Smith and Krannich (2000) groups residents into ’longer-term’ and ‘newcomer’
based on if they moved to their community prior to or in 1990 and with the 1991 to 1995
timeframe. The study examined differences between the two groups with respect to their
attitudes toward the environment, growth in the population, and economic and tourism
development. The study also examined differences in sociodemographic variables and
determined that ‘newcomers’ were considerably younger and only slight differences were
found in education. Both ‘newcomers’ and longer-term’ residents displayed great
concern for the environment. ‘Newcomers’ were not as adamant as ‘longer-term’
residents about controlling the population growth. Although there was a difference in
attitude toward economic development, ‘newcomers’ were more supportive than ‘longerterm’ residents toward tourism development.
Community Participation
Wilkinson (1999) suggests the three aspects of community are “a locality, a local
society, and a process of locality oriented collective actions” (p. 2). Community action is
the means by which members of a community work together to address their issues or
problems. This can be particularly difficult in communities with varying resident groups
(e.g., newcomers vs. oldtimers, permanent vs. seasonal) that may cause issues referred to
as “culture clash” and “gangplank” where residents have different values (Smith &
Krannich, 2000). Community participation is a type of activity that contributes to such
things as enhanced living conditions (Matarrita-Cascante et al., 2006) and community
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empowerment (Reid, 2000, June). Furthermore, Matarrita-Cascante et al., (2006) suggest
“Rebuilding occurs when community members get together to fulfill their needs and
improve their general well-being. This improvement occurs through collective action and
community participation” (p. 85).
Theodori (2004a) examined the level of community action as influenced by
residents’ attachment and satisfaction. The author hypothesized that there would be a
positive relationship between community attachment and level of community action. The
second hypothesis posited a negative relationship between community satisfaction and
action. Theodori (2004a) measured community action dichotomously with the following
items: “(a) attended a public meeting on town or school affairs in their community; (b)
worked with other members of their community to try to solve community problems; and
(c) participated in any type of community improvement activity” (p. 78). Theodori
(2004a) suggested the study revealed mixed findings:
While it appears that community satisfaction does not affect community
action, these data indicate that community attachment is positively
associated with action at the community level. Second, the results suggest
that certain sociodemographic variables are important predictors of
community satisfaction. (p. 83)
Matarrita-Cascante et al., (2006) examined differences among permanent and
seasonal residents in southern Utah. The authors suggest communities with different
resident groups, such as permanent and seasonal, might affect interaction and
participation in the community. The community participation dependent variables
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included eight forms of participation. The study ‘structural’ (i.e., sociodemographics)
and ‘interactional’ (i.e., community attachment, involvement, satisfaction, and social
interaction) variables, which differed between permanent and seasonal residents. The
structural and interactional variables were better predictors of community participation
for permanent residents than seasonal residents.
Matarrita-Cascante and Luloff (2008) profiled residents who participated in their
community in order to identify the characteristics that contribute to such participation.
The authors suggest a profile of residents who participate can help identify and engage
those who could provide ideas to the decision making process to address the
community’s issues. The study included seasonal residents who might be considered
tourists and revealed:
that seasonal participative residents had higher levels of involvement in
special interest groups, were members of more local specialized
organization, interacted more with their neighbors, mostly belonged to
non-LDS churches, but spent fewer hours participating in local events than
less participative residents. (Matarrita-Cascante & Luloff, 2008, p. 54)
The study also found that permanent residents participated more than seasonal residents.
Matarrita-Cascante and Luloff (20008) suggest community policy makers, planners, as
well as members themselves benefit from the participation and engagement of all
residents, whose various skills and experiences can be tapped for the betterment of the
entire community.

47

Community participation was also examined by Peterson, Speer, and McMillan
(2008). The study asked respondents about frequency of activity in eight types of
participation. Supporting one of the research questions in this study, the study revealed a
significant correlation between community participation and the authors’ shortened sense
of community scale.
Social Interaction
Bridger and Alter (2006) argued that social interaction provides an opportunity to
develop trust and reciprocity, which are key elements of social capital (Putnam, 2000).
Prior research has operationalized social interaction or relationships in various ways
(Goudy, 1977; Kasarda & Janowitz, 1974; Matarrita-Cascante & Luloff, 2008; MatarritaCascente et al., 2006).
Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) measured social networks with five items that
examined the numbers and proportions of all friends and relatives that lived about a 10
minute walk from them and in their home community. The study revealed that the
number of friends in the same town was a significant predictor of sense of, and, interest
in the community, as well as that they would be sorry if they had to leave. Goudy (1977)
used a similar measurement of social interaction. The study asked respondents to
indicate from ‘none’ to ‘all’ the number of friends and relatives that lived in the same
community and how many total people they knew on a scale of ‘none’ to ‘very many’.
The social dimensions and a social autonomy measure predicted over 22% of the
variance of community attachment.
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Another series of studies operationalized social interaction by asking how
frequently respondents interacted with friends, relatives, and neighbors in their
community (Matarrita-Cascante & Luloff, 2008; Matarrita-Cascente et al., 2006).
Matarrita-Cascante et al., (2006) suggested communities need more people and of all
residential status (e.g., permanent and seasonal) to participate in community affairs.
They suggested both social interaction and participation are important to a community’s
structure and ability to address problems. For permanent residents, social interaction
with neighbors was a significant predictor of community participation. However, for
seasonal residents none of the social interaction items were significantly related to
participation.
Matarrita-Cascante and Luloff (2008) examined how social interaction is
potentially inhibited by conflict between different resident groups. The authors suggested
“Social interaction allows individuals to express their interests in locally-based issues” (p.
45). For both permanent and seasonal residents, the more participative within each group
tended to interact more with neighbors. Comparing the highly participative groups, the
study found permanent residents interacted more with neighbors.
Sense of Community
Glynn (1981) conducted an early empirical study of sense of community with 60
Likert scale items and a series of open ended items. Although the measures created by
Glynn (1981) proved reliable, Nasar and Julian (1995) later cautioned about
shortcomings of the study and suggested 60 items is too long and would prove too
expensive in subsequent studies. In an attempt to condense sense of community items,
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Nasar and Julian (1995) tested shortened versions of a sense of community scale that
included 11 and 15 items. The authors suggested their 11 item scale captured the sense
of community that longer versions attempted to measure.
McMillan and Chavis (1986) proposed a definition and theory of sense of
community. Their definition of sense of community included four elements:
membership, influence, integration and fulfillment of needs, and shared emotional
connection.
McMillan and Chavis (1986) suggested membership enables individuals to
identify, or not, with a group or community. In a study about group initiation Aronson
and Mills (1959) suggested attaining group membership may come with little to severe
initiation. While the so-called initiations may be dictated by the group or club, it might
also depend on the effort of the individual, which is likely the case in communities.
Furthermore, McMillan and Chavis (1986) indicated membership has ‘boundaries’,
which may result from being isolated from the community. However, membership is
also dictated by the effort or investment individuals put forth to be a part of a group or
community (Aronson & Mills, 1959; McMillan & Chavis, 1986). Essentially, the
‘boundaries’ element means some will belong to the group while some will not.
The second concept in sense of community is influence, which suggests members
and the community have the ability to influence each other (McMillan & Chavis, 1986).
The authors differentiated between the powerful and not powerful by suggesting the less
powerful are members who attempt to dominate rather than respect the desires and
opinions of other members. Those with power are ones who respect all members and
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listen to their concerns and ideas. This element suggests participation is critical for
successful and cohesive communities.
The third element of sense of community is integration (McMillan & Chavis,
1986). This element is where the needs of members are fulfilled. The authors also used
the word ‘reinforcement’ to describe this element, suggesting it is a critical element of
successful communities (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). The values of individuals drive the
needs that communities fulfill. As a result, the authors suggest “A strong community is
able to fit people together so that people meet others’ needs while they meet their own”
(McMillan & Chavis, 1986, p. 13).
Finally, shared emotional connection is the fourth element of the definition and
theory of sense of community put forth by McMillan and Chavis (1986). Within the
shared emotional element a history of the community is shared among members. The
history is passed to newer members through interactions and events, which can act as a
catalyst or inhibitor for the community’s cohesiveness and bond among members. Strong
communities will identify ways for members to interact in positive ways, which lend to
the bonding among members.
Chavis, Hogge, McMillan, and Wandersman (1986) developed and tested a Sense
of Community Index (SCI). The study used a judging panel of researchers, community
professionals, politicians, and the general public to rate randomly selected profiles of
participants who completed their survey. The ratings were given on a scale of one to five
with five representing a high sense of community level. The authors reported a high level
of agreement among judges rating the sense of community profiles. Furthermore, the
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study revealed items such as length of residence and community involvement were
related to sense of community.
McMillan (1996) revisited the sense community and renamed the elements.
McMillan (1996) stated:
I view Sense of Community as a spirit of belonging together, a feeling that
there is an authority structure that can be trusted, an awareness that trade,
and mutual benefit come from being together, and a spirit that comes from
shared experiences that are preserved as art. (p. 315)
McMillan (1996) replaced membership with spirit to emphasize friendship rather than the
boundaries aspect of the original conceptualization. Influence was replaced with trust to
reflect its importance in the ability to be influential. McMillan (1996) suggested trade, or
economic development, results from “A community with a live spirit and an authority
structure that can be trusted” (p. 320). Finally, the art element in the sense of community
theory proposed by McMillan (1996) included events and symbols that resemble the
community’s heritage and values.
Chipuer and Pretty (1999) suggested the sense of community literature to date
was inconsistent in terms of theory and methods. The authors indicated a number of
scales had been developed, but rationale for doing so was unclear. In a similar vein,
Chavis and Pretty (1999) suggested there was a lack of agreement over the measurement
of sense of community. However, Chipuer and Pretty (1999) recognize this development
“is not necessarily inappropriate” (p. 645) and Chavis and Pretty (1999) recognize that
researchers made efforts to design their sense of community items and studies with a
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concern for the cultural and historical uniqueness of the respective study setting. Chavis
and Pretty (1999) were hopeful about the future of sense of community, at the time
saying “What is most exciting is that the advances in measurement and applications are
happening across cultures, disciplines, and include both scientists and practitioners” (p.
640).
Sense of community studies have also utilized advanced analyses such as
confirmatory factor analysis (Obst & White, 2004; Peterson, Speer, & McMillan, 2008).
In another study, sense of community was examined at the individual and community
level (Kingston, Mitchell, Florin, & Stevenson, 1999).
Kingston et al., (1999) examined sense of community in several neighborhoods (n
= 21) within a city in the northeast. The purpose of the study was to assess whether sense
of community constructs resulted from two different levels, individual and neighborhood.
Individual level variables were income and education while neighborhood level included
perceptions of ‘neighborhood climate’ and ‘neighborhood control’, as well as
‘neighboring behavior’ and ‘participation in a community organization’ as neighborhood
behaviors. With income and education removed, the results revealed that “Self-reported
neighboring behavior and self-reported participation in community organizations were no
more similar among residents of the same neighborhood than to residents of a different
neighborhood” (Kingston et al., 1999, p. 689).
Obst and White (2004) conducted a repeated measures study using a version of
the Sense of Community Index (SCI) where respondents completed the questionnaire
from the perspective of their neighborhood, university student, and participation in a
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special interest group. Using confirmatory factor analysis, the study first assessed if the
fit of the original model was better as a one or four factor model. Using the Wald and
Lagrange Multiplier (LM) tests, the authors moved some items to other factors to achieve
an acceptable model fit. Next, the authors examined the modified model’s fit across the
three perspectives from which participants responded. The modified model fit across the
three groups remained acceptable and the authors indicated a four factor model supports
the original definition and theory presented by McMillan and Chavis (1986).
Peterson, Speer, and McMillan (2008) examined the validity of a Brief Sense of
Community Scale (BSCS). The authors developed two items for each of the following
dimensions: needs fulfillment, membership, influence, and emotional connection. Firstorder and second-order confirmatory factor models were examined based on the eight
items to represent sense of community. A four factor structure resulted in a better fitting
model than one factor. The study also revealed sufficient fit for a second-order model.
As reported in the community participation portion of this chapter, the authors found a
significant correlation between the overall BSCS and community participation.
Chavis, Lee, and Acosta (2008) developed the Sense of Community Index 2 (SCI2). The SCI-2 included 24 items to represent the following subscales: Reinforcement of
Needs; Membership; Influence; and Shared Emotional Connection. The SCI-2 has four
response options for the 24 items: Not at All; Somewhat; Mostly; and Completely. The
authors indicated a pilot test of the SCI-2 resulted in strong reliability scores. However,
the authors made changes, such as wording, prior to further testing of the SCI-2. The
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subsequent full study (n = 1,800) suggested the SCI-2 (coefficient alpha = .94) and
subscales (coefficient alphas ranged from .79 to .86) were reliable.
Community Satisfaction
Community satisfaction has been examined from a number of perspectives. For
example, studies have attempted to develop models or frameworks of community
satisfaction (Filkins, Allen, & Cordes, 2000; Ladewig & McCann, 1980), examined
relationship between community satisfaction and intentions or expectations of moving
(Bach & Smith, 1977; Heaton, Fredrickson, Fuguitt, & Zuiches, 1979), and social
integration (Brown, Geertsen, & Krannich, 1989). In addition, literature includes studies
related to residents’ satisfaction with amenities and services (Goudy, 1977), including
those related to recreation and tourism (Allen, Long, Perdue, & Kieselbach, 1988).
Ladewig and McCann (1980) developed a model of community satisfaction based
on subjective experiences of rural residents. The study required that participants moved
to the study area over eight years prior and resided in their respective county for more
than five of the last 10 years. The study found personal variables and community
satisfaction were not related. Ladewig and McCann (1980) included a participation
variable that was the sum of the level of involvement (i.e., just a member to serving as an
officer). The social participation item influenced respondents’ satisfaction with
accessibility to opportunities (e.g., jobs) and facilities (e.g., recreational) in the
community.
In an attempt to advance the predictors of community satisfaction, Filkins, Allen,
and Cordes (2000) examined multiple models. Variables used in the study to predict
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community satisfaction included personal (e.g., social and employment), social (e.g.,
support of community), and services (e.g., human, transportation, government,
environmental, and consumer). The authors found that “respondents were most satisfied
with communities that they considered to be friendly, trusting, and supportive” (Filkins,
Allen, & Cordes, 2000, p. 82).
Bach and Smith (1977) conducted a longitudinal analysis of an interaction
between satisfaction in the community and migration expectations. The authors placed
residents of Durham, North Carolina into one of four groups based on if they were
satisfied, or not, with their community and if they planned to migrate, or not. The authors
concluded “that, in the decision-making process of people who are dissatisfied, expecting
to migrate is an important factor in explaining migration. Expecting to migrate, however,
does not have a significant effect on actual migration for the satisfied group” (Bach &
Smith, 1977, p. 159). Heaton et al., (1979) found that both the type of preferred
community and community satisfaction predict expectations to move. The results
suggested “Among persons who prefer their current type of residence and who are highly
satisfied with their local community, only eight do expect to move for every one hundred
who do not” (Heaton et al., 1979, p. 570).
Brown, Geertsen, and Krannich (1989) examined community satisfaction before
and after a fast growth period in a rural community. The purpose of the study was to
“assess presence and timing of possible negative impacts on community satisfaction and
social integration during key phases of boom growth and subsequent decline” (Brown,
Geertsen, & Krannich, 1989, p. 571). The study concluded that satisfaction and
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integration declined with growth in the population. The authors suggested it is critical to
establish an early reference point of satisfaction and integration to clearly identify when
changes occur during times of rapid growth.
Goudy (1977) examined the relationship between community satisfaction and
what he called ‘local services’, ‘opportunities,’ and ‘social dimensions.’ The study
included three general measures of community satisfaction, which were highly correlated
with the aforementioned community attributes. However, Goudy (1977) concluded that
with the strongest relationship being with the social aspects of the community and
satisfaction, people desire a community where residents are actively involved in matters
that affect them, develop lasting relationships with other members, and there is a
commitment to the community’s success.
Allen et al., (1988) measured how important and how satisfied residents were
with seven areas of life in their community. The authors argued that social aspects must
be considered along with economic ones to minimize the potential negative effects of
tourism development. The study revealed that satisfaction with the social dimension
within the community and level of tourism development were related. The authors
concluded that too much tourism development might cause social problems and reduce
the amount of influence residents perceive in their community.
Internet Based Survey Research
Common or traditional methods for conducting survey research include mail and
telephone surveys. With the invention of the Internet (a.k.a. World Wide Web) and email
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came new modes for conducting survey research. However, this is still a new frontier in
survey research with unanswered questions (Couper, 2000).
An early limitation of conducting survey research on the Internet was a lack of
households with computers. The percentage of households with computers grew from
24.1% in 1994 to 36.6% in 1997 (National Telecommunications and Information
Administration, 1999). However, to conduct survey research over the Internet, a modem
is likely required to transmit responses electronically. In addition, an email account may
be required to recruit respondents. The NTIA (1999) reported growth in households with
a modem from 11.0% in 1994 to 26.3% in 1997 and email of 3.4% in 1994 to 16.9% in
1997. More recently, Dillman (2007) suggested “Nearly two-thirds of U.S. households
have Internet access in their homes” (p. 448). Dillman (2007) further stated that a “slight
majority” of households with the Internet have high speed, as opposed to a slower dial up
modem. High speed internet is advantageous to conducting online survey research
because it allows respondents to complete the survey much faster and with less of a
burden.
Since the Internet is relatively new, there remain obstacles to overcome or
inherent disadvantages of conducting survey research online. While the Internet has
widened the possibilities of survey research, Couper (2000) suggested “the whole
enterprise may be brought down by its own weight if we get to a point of where persons
are so bombarded with survey (or other) requests” (p. 465). The bombardment of
requests via the Internet and email to participate in surveys may result in people
becoming highly selective of what they even open or read. In addition, the growth of the
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Internet and users is constantly growing and email addresses can change often (Sills &
Song, 2002). Consequently, conducting quality survey research online may become
increasingly difficult.
The Internet provides researchers with design advantages not available in
traditional (e.g., mail and telephone) surveys, such as incorporating pictures, sounds, and
video (Dillman, 2007). Two other distinct advantages of Internet and email surveys
include less cost and time compared to mail and other methods (Cobanoglu, Warde, &
Moreo, 2001). The cost advantages of conducting survey research on the Internet result
from not having to print paper survey instruments, cover letters, envelopes, and the postal
expense for delivery and return of questionnaires. However, there may be a cost for such
things as software and a list of respondents. Cobanoglu, Warde, and Morea (2001) also
indicated a cost savings results from the need for less labor. With traditional mail
surveys, a tremendous amount of labor, which takes both time and financial resources, is
needed to compile mailings and enter data when completed questionnaires are returned.
With Internet surveys the distribution of the online questionnaire is electronic and the
data come back in electronic format, eliminating the need for data entry.
Another concern regarding conducting survey research via the Internet is response
rate. As suggested Couper (2000), although the Internet and email may enhance survey
research opportunities, the bombardment of information and requests sent to potential
respondents may affect whether they respond or not. In addition, response rates for
Internet survey research may not reflect those of traditional mail surveys (Cook, Heath, &
Thompson, 2000; Kaplowitz, Hadlock, & Levine, 2004; Sheehan & McMillan, 1999).
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To compare response rates and how type of contact affects responses, studies
have conducted mixed-mode data collection techniques (Kaplowitz, Hadlock, & Levine,
2004; Porter & Whitcomb, 2007; Schuldt & Totten, 1999). Kaplowitz, Hadlock, and
Levine (2004) compared five groups that received different variations of either email
and/or mail contacts to participate in a study. The study included one group that received
four contacts through the mail while the other four received different combinations of
mail and email or just email contacts. While responses to critical variables did not differ,
the study did find that the average age of respondents to the mail survey was significantly
higher than that of the four electronic groups. Another study assessed if sending a letter
prior to email solicitation to participate in a study helped the response rate (Porter &
Whitcomb, 2007). The study revealed that notification that an email request to
participate did result in a higher response rate than when a letter was not sent by mail.
Schuldt and Totten (1994) conducted a study to compare response rates of a mail survey
with an email survey. Although the authors indicated they initially received responses
via email at a faster rate, the mail portion of the study yielded a higher response rate
(56.5%) than the mail (19.3%) component of the study.
In summary, a review of the literature regarding electronic surveying suggests
differences compared to traditional (e.g., mail) surveys should be expected. Such
expectations were driven by limited access to computers (National Telecommunications
and Information Administration, 1999). However, more recently Dillman (2007)
suggested access has improved considerably in individual households. However,
limitations such as lack of response to email inquiries still exist because of a
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bombardment of information sent electronically (Couper, 2000), including requests to
participate in survey research.
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CHAPTER THREE
CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT
Cuba (1989) explained that visiting a destination as a tourist can bias tourists to
move there because tourists gain a familiarity with the destination and expectations about
what life would be like once they relocate. However, Cuba (1989) also contemplated
how tourists transition to being residents in a community in which they previously
vacationed. Haug, Dann, and Mehmetoglu (2007) suggested that visiting a destination
provides a comparison of what life back home might be missing and how the community
might fill voids should one decide to permanently migrate there. This chapter presents
and discusses the models examined in this study to assess what contributes to the decision
to move to a community in which one previously visited and how visiting prior to
relocating is related to behaviors and attitudes toward the community.
Purpose One Conceptual Model
Prior research has suggested a history of vacationing there (Cuba, 1989, 1991)
and seasonal migration (McHugh, 1990) can influence the decision to permanently
migrate to the community. Research has found that seasonal and regular visitation to a
destination and the presence of friends and family in the area contributed to not
considering other retirement locations (Cuba, 1991). This study builds on the visitation
experience by examining what aspects of visiting the community contributed to the
decision to move there by further developing the items that assess the experience of
visiting prior to moving to one’s current community. While prior studies asked if friends
and relatives lived in the community (Cuba, 1991), this exploratory study included
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visiting friends and family along with other trip purposes (e.g., leisure, business, special
event). This study also included types of trips (i.e., weekend getaway, general vacation,
and stay for an entire season) that added to those asked in prior studies (Cuba, 1991) or
recognized by the sample in the study, such as seasonal visitors (Cuba, 1989; McHugh,
1990). Figure 3.1 displays the model that assessed what aspects of visiting one’s current
community contributed to the decision to move there.

Figure 3.1 Conceptual Model Predicting the Decision to Move

There were seven constructs that were examined as potentially influencing
tourists to relocate to the community after they visited. These constructs or measures
were developed for this exploratory study based on common reasons and experiences
people have for traveling. First, the number of trips was examined as a predictor of the
decision to move to the community. The second construct examined what seasons of the
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year contributed to the decision to move. Third, trip purpose was examined as a predictor
of the decision to move to the community. The six trip purposes included: leisure,
business, convention/group meeting, visit friends, visit family, and special event. The
type of trip was measured with the frequency of trips being a weekend getaway, general
vacation (about a week or longer), and staying for an entire season (such as the spring).
The type of trip variables can be viewed as a measure of the length of trip, with weekend
getaway being a short time frame and seasonal trips much longer. General vacation
would be somewhere between a weekend getaway and staying for a season. General
vacations included an indicator for respondents that indicated the trip is about a week or
longer. A number of potential accommodations are available in the tourism industry.
Specifically, this study examined vacation homes as possibly contributing to the decision
to move to a community. The specific items included: stay in a vacation home you
owned, stay in a vacation home owned by friends, stay in a vacation home owned by
family, rent a vacation home, and stay at a timeshare property you owned. The final two
constructs measured reasons for visiting the community for relocation related and
business opportunity trips. The relocation related trips included to look for: a community
to permanently relocate, a place to live/work, a community to acquire a vacation home, a
community for retirement, a community to move to where you would be closer to friends,
and a community to move to where you would be closer to family. Finally, the business
opportunity trips included two items: looking for a community to relocate an existing
business and a community to start a business.
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Purpose Two Conceptual Model
The conceptual model for the second purpose of this study is seen in Figure 3.2.
The model begins with three predictors variables. Two of the predictor variables are
measurements related to visiting a community before moving there. These measures are
based on the hypothesis that vacationing or visiting a community can influence someone
to move there (Cuba, 1989). This study also incorporated the experience literature in
recreation to develop the measures. Hammitt (1981) suggested preferences of
recreationists are influenced by the prior experiences. Schreyer, Lime, and Williams
(1984) further developed this idea and indicated prior experience provides a deeper
understanding of an event or place based on the amount and type of participation. In this
study, prior vacations or visiting a community before moving there was believed to
provide a deeper awareness of what life might be like if one should move there. The first
measure of prior experience is quantitative and asked how many time residents visited
their current community in the five years before moving there. The second measure of
experience was a self assessment of how visiting a destination influenced the decision to
move there.
The final predictor variable in this model is length of residence. Length of
residence was included because it has been proposed to be an important predictor of
residents’ behaviors in their community (Kasarda & Janowitz, 1974). In addition, length
of residence has been found to be related to one’s “social bonds” and feeling that the
community is truly their home (Theodori, 2004b). The dependent variables in the model
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include community participation, social interaction, sense of community, and overall
community satisfaction.

Figure 3.2 Conceptual Model Predicting Post Migration Activities and Attitudes

To visualize the tested relationships included in this exploratory study, models
were drawn for each research question. Each model included the same predictor
variables (number of visits in five years prior to moving, decision to move to one’s
current community, and length of residence). Length of residence was measured in
months with a series of compute functions in SPSS from items that asked the year and
month in which respondents moved to their current community. Length of residence was
included as a predictor because if there were significant relationships between visiting
one’s community prior to moving there and respective outcome variables it was
examined as a potential moderator. In other words, the significant relationship between
visiting one’s community prior to moving there and the respective outcome variables was
examined to see if the relationship varied at different lengths of residence (e.g., short
term versus long term). However, the models shown in this chapter represent the initial
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models to test hypotheses. If there was a significant relationship between visiting one’s
community prior to moving there and an outcome variable, an interaction term was
created and added to the model to test for moderation. The interaction term was created
by multiplying the significant visitation before moving item and length of residence.
Community Participation
The first outcome variable in the second study purpose was community
participation. Wilkinson (1999) suggested the actions of a community as a whole are
important to address community issues or problems. The specific types of community
participation items used in this study have been used in prior research (MatarritaCascante & Luloff, 2008, Matarrita-Cascante et al., 2006). The first model (Figure 3.3)
examined the relationship between number of times and the self assessment of deciding
to move to one’s community, as well as length of residence with their level of activity.

Figure 3.3 Conceptual Model Predicting Level of Community Activity

To further examine community participation the study included nine types of
activities to determine how people participate. Eight of the nine activities were used in
prior studies (Matarrita-Cascante & Luloff, 2008, Matarrita-Cascante et al., 2006). For
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the purposes of a visual representation, the outcome variable in Figure 3.4 is type of
community participation. Each of the nine activities was entered into the model to assess
the types of participation individually.

Figure 3.4 Conceptual Model Predicting Types of Community Participation

The nine community participation items included: 1) Attended a local community
event (such as a school concert, community parade, or craft fair); 2) Contacted a public
official about some issue or problem affecting your community; 3) Worked with other
local residents to try and deal with some community issue or problem; 4) Attended a
public meeting in the community (like a school board meeting or federal lands planning
meeting); 5) Served as an officer in a community organization; 6) Voted in a local
election; 7) Served on a local government commission, committee, or board; and 8)
Served on a voluntary community service organization (such as a volunteer fire dept.,
emergency medical technician or EMT). The ninth community participation item
developed for this study was: Volunteered for a youth organization.
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Social Interaction
The social interaction outcome variable included three different groups (i.e.,
friends, relatives, and neighbors) that have been included in previous research (MatarritaCascante & Luloff, 2008, Matarrita-Cascante et al., 2006). The model (Figure 3.5) is
included social interaction as the outcome variable. The model included three types of
social interaction. However, three models were examined individually when conducting
the analysis, one for each of the social interaction groups: friends, relatives, and
neighbors.

Figure 3.5 Conceptual Model Predicting Social Interaction

Sense of Community
The final research question in this study included sense of community as the
outcome variable. The sense of community index-2 developed by Chavis, Lee, & Acosta
(2008) was used in this study. The authors developed six items intended to measure each
of the factors of sense of community. The model (Figure 3.6) has a path drawn from
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each predictor to each of the four factors. The relationship between the predictors and
each factor were examined individually.

Figure 3.6 Conceptual Model Predicting Sense of Community
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Overall Community Satisfaction
The next research question included overall community satisfaction as the
outcome variable (Figure 3.7). Literature has suggested there is a link between tourist
satisfaction and the decision to migrate to the destination (Bowen & Schouten, 2008).
This study examines the relationships of visiting prior to moving and overall community
satisfaction.

Figure 3.7 Conceptual Model Predicting Overall Community Satisfaction

Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to provide a visual representation and discussion
of the models examined in this study. The first models examined the relationship
between trip characteristics of visiting a community prior to moving there and how they
contributed to the decision to move to the community. Next, to assess the second study
purpose models were presented and discussed that examined the relationship between
visiting one’s community prior to moving there and community participation, social
interaction, sense of community, and community satisfaction. To visualize the entire
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study a diagram was drawn that combined the models that assessed the first and second
study purpose (Figure 3.8).

Figure 3.8 Overall Study Model
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CHAPTER FOUR
METHODS
This chapter describes the research methods for this study. The chapter begins
with a description of a small focus group that was conducted to help refine some of the
questionnaire items. This is followed by a brief discussion of testing the software
program (i.e., Snap Survey) used to conduct the study. Third is a description of
population and sample. Fourth is a discussion of the study’s pilot test. Fifth is the
introduction and presentation of the final version of the questionnaire. The final section
of this chapter presents the methods of data collection.
Focus Group
Focus groups are often used in marketing to gain input about new products or in
the political arena to test opinions of voters, but are also useful in survey research to
identify appropriate questions to ask respondents (Salant & Dillman, 1994).
Furthermore, a focus group can be used to help refine wording and response options for
items to be included in survey research. Feedback on question wording and ease of
answering is possible through this method because a focus group allows the researcher to
systematically interact with the participants (Babbie, 2004). Rea and Parker (2005) add
that one use of a focus group is “Obtaining background information about a subject in
order to formulate specific research questions and hypotheses for subsequent use in more
quantitatively oriented research techniques (such as sample surveys)” (p. 74).
The primary purpose of the small focus group for the current study was to discuss
and seek a better understanding of in-migrants experiences with North Carolina and
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South Carolina prior to relocating. The intent of the focus group was threefold: 1) help
provide insight about tourism and migration experience through a relatively brief
conversation, 2) aid in refining individual questions and response options by asking
participants to complete a shortened version of the survey questionnaire and 3) provide
comments where relevant to help refine and develop questionnaire.
The focus group was conducted with three participants from an Osher Lifelong
Learning Institute (OLLI) course at Clemson University. Although a small number for a
focus group, the effort provided the opportunity for participants to answer the shortened
version of the questionnaire and provide helpful comments about question wording. In
addition, with such a small group the researcher was able to interact with each participant
individually. This was helpful because each had different circumstances in how they
came to live in their current community. These conversations led to awareness that the
visitation prior to relocating questions needed to be revised. Initially, the questions asked
how many times they visited each state, North Carolina and South Carolina, and then
asked respondents to consider all trips to both states as they continued to answer
questions about visiting the Carolinas. One of the participants did not consider herself a
visitor because she lived in another South Carolina community prior to relocating to the
Upstate. Therefore, as a resident of South Carolina, the participant could not answer how
many times she visited the state of South Carolina. The conversation led to the idea that
perhaps the more accurate measure would be visiting the community in which people
currently live prior to relocating. This change also would appear to be more precise
given the dependent variables in this study are community participation and sense of
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community. Therefore, the geographic area perspective should be the same across these
questions.
Beta Test
This study was conducted using an online survey program, Snap Survey. A series
of tests were conducted once the survey instrument was programmed to ensure it was
working properly. Initially, the link for the survey was sent to all email addresses (n = 3)
of the researcher to test the programming and details, such as skip patterns. This process
was used to make adjustments where necessary. Once adjustments were fixed the survey
was sent to the researcher, faculty, and other graduate students to replicate how the pilot
test and full study would be conducted. The purpose of this step in the process was to
ensure such things as downloading the final data file was working properly and receive
additional feedback about the questionnaire.
Population and Sample
The population for this study was people who relocated to North Carolina and
South Carolina. Because this population could not easily be identified and contacted, the
sampling frame for this study was provided by the Center for Carolina Living. The
sampling frame consisted of all people who contacted the Center for Carolina Living
regarding relocating to the Carolinas. The sample for the study was reduced to people
that completed the Center for Carolina Living’s Carolina Lifestyle Survey and moved to
North Carolina or South Carolina since 2002. The Center for Carolina Living identifies
in-migrants to the Carolinas through the National Change of Address Audit (NCOA).
The NCOA audit determined that 3,602 of the people who contacted the Center for
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Carolina Living moved to the Carolinas since 2002. The sample was also limited to the
inquirers to Carolina Living that provided an email address when completing the
Carolina Lifestyle Survey. The total sample to begin this study was 3,574 inquirers.
Pilot Test
A pilot test was conducted using a modified version of the method used to
conduct the main study. The modified version of the study used in the pilot test included
two emails to the list, as opposed to three for the main stud, sent to a random sample (n =
200) from the list provided by the Center for Carolina Living. The pilot test sample was
randomly generated using the SPSS ‘Random sample of cases’ function in the ‘Select
cases’ window. Selection of the pilot test sample assured “pretest respondents bear a
reasonable resemblance to the study’s actual general population” (Rea & Parker, 2005, p.
32).
The purposes of the pilot test was to once again test the system by replicating the
method(s) used for the main study, examine issues related to item and/or section nonresponse, and download the data and conduct some analyses to ensure questions appeared
to be appropriate and respondents were able to answer. In addition, the pilot test was
conducted to determine an estimated response rate(s) and sample size(s) for the main
study. Finally, the pilot test was used to assess partial responses and determine a
strategy(s) for increasing the number of responses and ways to receive fully completed
questionnaires in the main study.
The first request for participation in the pilot study was sent on the afternoon of
Friday, May 1, 2009. Snap Survey was used to program a reminder email that was
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delivered on the afternoon of Monday, May 4, 2009. Of the 200 email addresses used in
the pilot test, Snap Survey indicated 117 (58.5%), were successfully sent. Snap Survey
indicated 83 of the outgoing messages were ‘bounced’ for various reasons. For example,
the email addresses were no longer valid due to the potential respondent closing or
changing their email address, the email address was a local or regional provider the
potential respondent used prior to relocating to North Carolina or South Carolina, or the
email address was a work or school related address prior to relocating to the Carolinas.
These issues were found through email address extensions (e.g., .edu), as well as within
the address a state or local geographic indicator suggested it was not an email address the
potential respondent retained when they relocated to North Carolina or South Carolina.
Of the 117 email addresses that successfully received the emails in the pilot test
for this study, 11 fully completed the questionnaire. However, an additional eight
respondents started to participate in the study but did not complete the full questionnaire.
The partially completed responses were analyzed to determine if there was a common
stopping point or revealed a trend(s) to improve data collection for the full study. What
occurred for the most part was respondents that partially completed the questionnaire
chose which questions to answer. For example, seven of the eight did not complete the
first section and continuously hit the ‘Next’ button to proceed through the questionnaire
and answer questions that were possibly more appealing. This provided rationale to
reorder the questions in the survey to: 1) move important questions for completion of the
study model to the forefront and 2) determine if all questions need to be asked to
complete the study. Although the pilot test resulted in a low response rate the total
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number of emails provided to conduct the study indicated there would be enough
responses to continue this exploratory study.
The first strategy was used to move questions that may be more interesting to
respondents, as well of primary concern to the study, to the beginning of the
questionnaire. Dillman (2007) suggested the first question is critical for four reasons: 1)
“should clearly apply to everyone” (p. 92); 2) it should be simple to “read, comprehend,
and respond to it” (p. 92); 3) to capture the interest of respondents; and 4) it should be a
connector between the respondent and purpose of the study. Since this study is about
relocating to North Carolina and South Carolina the first question asked if respondents
currently live in either state or neither. Next, the pilot test asked respondents about where
they live (e.g., type of community), which were not critical to the research objectives and
questions. Another important perspective of this study is respondents’ visitation behavior
to North and South Carolina. Therefore, the pilot test results indicated more success
might be achieved by moving the visitation questions to the forefront once establishing
respondents live in either North Carolina or South Carolina. Other modifications were
made and the final order and items included in the questionnaire follow.
Questionnaire
The questionnaire for this study consisted of seven sections. The following is a
description of sections with questions included in this study. A copy of the full
questionnaire is located in Appendix A.
In order to confirm respondents lived in North Carolina or South Carolina, the
first section asked a question that included these two options and neither as responses.
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Respondents who indicated neither were skipped to the seventh section of the
questionnaire. Those who selected North Carolina or South Carolina went to the second
section, which asked about visiting their current community before moving there.
The first item of section two of the questionnaire asked “About how many times
did you visit where you currently live during the 5 years PRIOR to moving there?”
Response options for this item were: 0, 1-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21 or more.
Respondents who indicated they did not visit where they currently live prior to
moving there were skipped past the next series of questions. Those who had visited were
asked a series of questions related to the frequency of their visits. The items were
measured on a six-point scale ranging from ‘Never’ to ‘Always.’ These items included
how frequently respondents visited during the four seasons, trip purpose, type of trip, and
staying in vacation residences. The four seasons included winter, spring, summer, and
fall. The trip purposes included leisure, business, convention/group meeting, visit
friends, visit family, and special event. The type of trips included weekend getaway,
general vacation, and stay for an entire season. The type of vacation residences included
a vacation home owned by respondent, vacation home owned by friend, vacation home
owned by family, rent a vacation home, and stay at a timeshare owned by the respondent.
Respondents were also asked how frequently they visited their current community before
moving there for relocation related and business opportunity trips. The relocation related
trips included to look for a community to permanently relocate, a place to live/work,
acquire a vacation home, a community for retirement, a community where they would be
closer to friends, and a community where they would be closer to family. The business
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opportunity trips included two items: look for a community to relocate an existing
business and a community to start a business. The final question from this section was a
self assessment that asked respondents to “Please indicate how influential your prior
visits to where you currently live were in the decision to move there.” There were five
response options ranging from ‘Not at all Influential’ to “Very influential.’
The third section of the questionnaire included items about community
participation that were included in the analysis. The first item measured the level of
community participation by asking “In general, how would you describe your level of
activity in your current community’s activities?” The item was measured on a five-point
scale ranging from 1 = Not at all Active to 5 = Very Active. The series of items that
measured specific types of community participation asked respondents to “Please indicate
which of the following activities in your current community you participated in during
the past 12 months. (Please check all that apply.)” The specific items included:
□ Attended a local community event (such as a school concert, community
parade, or craft fair)
□ Contacted a public official about some issue or problem affecting your
community
□ Worked with other local residents to try and deal with some community issue
or problem
□ Attended a public meeting in the community (like a school board meeting or
federal lands planning meeting)
□ Served as an officer in a community organization
□ Voted in a local election
□ Served on a local government commission, committee, or board
□ Served on a voluntary community service organization (such as a volunteer
fire dept, emergency medical technician or EMT)
□ Volunteered for a youth organization
Section three also included the social interaction items. Respondents were asked to
indicate how frequently they interact social with friends, relatives, and neighbors in their
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current community. The items were measured on a seven-point scale ranging from 1 =
Rarely or Never to 5 = Several Times a Week.
Section four included a modified version of the Sense of Community Index-2
(Chavis, Lee, & Acosta, 2008). The original index was measured on a four-point scale
ranging from Not at All to Completely. This study modified the response options to a
seven-point scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree. The items
were randomly ordered in two scale type question formats. The 24 items according to the
authors’ hypothesized dimensions are presented in Table 4.1.
Table 4.1
Factors and Variables for Sense of Community
Variable
Items
Factor 1: Reinforcement of Needs
Q4#2#A
Being a member of this community makes me feel good
Q4#2#H
I get important needs of mine met because I am part of this community
Q4#3#A
Community members and I value the same things
Q4#3#F
This community has been successful in getting needs of its members met
Q4#3#G
When I have a problem, I can talk about it with other members of this
community
Q4#3#K
People in this community have similar needs, priorities, and goals
Factor 2: Membership
Q4#2#B
I put a lot of time and effort into being part of this community
Q4#2#E
I can recognize most of the members of this community
Q4#2#I
I can trust people in this community
Q4#2#L
This community has symbols and expressions of membership such as
clothes, signs, art, architecture, logos, landmarks, and flags that people can
recognize
Q4#3#C
Being a member of this community is a part of my identity
Q4#3#D
Most community members know me
Factor 3: Influence
Q4#2#C
This community has good leaders
Q4#2#F
I have influence over what this community is like
Q4#3#B
I care about what other community members think of me
Q4#3#E
If there is a problem in this community, members can get it solved
Q4#3#H
This community can influence other communities
Q4#3#I
Fitting into this community is important to me
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Table 4.1 (continued)
Factors and Variables for Sense of Community
Factor 4: Shared Emotional Connection
Q4#2#D
I expect to be a part of this community for a long time
Q4#2#G
Members of this community care about each other
Q4#2#J
It is very important to me to be a part of this community
Q4#2#K
I feel hopeful about the future of this community
Q4#3#J
I am with other community members a lot and enjoy being with them
Q4#3#L
Members of this community have shared important events together, such as
holidays, celebrations, or disasters

Section five of the questionnaire included two items used to calculate the length
of residence in number of months. First, respondents were asked to indicate what year
they moved to their current community. Second, respondents were asked to select the
month in which they moved to their current community from an item that provided a drop
down list with the twelve months included.
Section six included one variable included in the study. On a scale of 1 = Not at
all Satisfied to 5 = Extremely Satisfied, respondents were asked to indicate overall how
satisfied they were with their current community.
The seventh and final section of the questionnaire included socio-demographic
items. Following these questions respondents were given the opportunity to provide a
mailing address to receive a complimentary copy of the most recent Carolina Living
magazine and an email address to receive a summary of the study finding. Respondents
were again reassured of confidentiality and the sole purpose of asking for this
information was to deliver the incentives.
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Data Collection
Data for this study was collected using Snap Surveys. Snap Surveys is a
comprehensive tool for creating and conducting survey research, including web based
system for collecting data online. Snap Surveys was used to program the individual
sections and questions. Snap Surveys was also used to program relevant skip patterns
based on responses to individual items with contingencies. For example, if a respondent
indicated they did not visit in the community in which they currently reside prior to
relocating they were skipped past the questions related to visiting.
Using a modified Dillman (2007) procedure, the sample received a series of
emails (n = 3) recruiting their participation in this study. The email letters informed the
sample of the purpose and importance of the study, their rights as research participants,
contact information for IRB and the research team, as well as a link to the web based
survey instrument. The informational email letters also informed the individuals of
incentives to participate: opportunity to receive summary of study findings and a
complimentary copy of the most current copy of Carolina Living magazine. The letters
all included the same basic information, but minor changes were made in an attempt to
draw attention to participation in the study. The recruitment email letters can be found in
Appendices B thru D.
Timeline
The first email was sent to the sample of 3,374 on Tuesday, May 19, 2009. A
reminder email was sent one week later on Tuesday, May 26, 2009. A final reminder
email was sent two weeks later on Tuesday, June 9, 2009. As respondents completed the
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online questionnaire they were excluded from subsequent requests to participate in the
study. However, respondent who did not fully complete the study and click the ‘Submit’
button at the end of the questionnaire did receive the reminder emails.
Response Rate
Once the 200 email addresses used for the pilot test were removed, the remaining
sample for the main study was 3,374. Snap Survey includes a tracking system that
indicated if delivery of the outgoing message was successful or failed. Failed messages
are cumulated in the Schedule window as ‘Bounce’ and successful messages are tracked
as ‘Nett’. In addition to the ‘Bounce’ figures (n = 1,386), several (n = 242) email
addresses were listed as none@available.com. Snap Survey indicated these email
addresses were successfully sent. However, the email address does not exist. The 242
none@available.com email addresses were deducted from the total sample to calculate as
accurate a response rate as possible.
Once ‘Bounce’ and none@available.com figures were deducted from the sample
of 3,374 there were a total of 1,732 email addresses that potentially could have
participated in this study. Of the 1,732 valid email addresses, 198 recipients at least
started the online questionnaire, representing a response rate of 11.4%. Snap Survey
indicated 148 completed the questionnaire by clicking the ‘Submit’ button on the final
page. The remaining 50 did not fully complete the questionnaire. Table 4.2 summarizes
the response to this email study.
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Table 4.2
Response Summary
Response Category

Number

Initial Sample
‘Bounce’
none@available.com
‘Nett’
Fully Completed
Partially Completed
Total Completed
Response Rate

3,374
1,386
242
1,732
148
50
198
198 / 1,732 = 11.4%

Analyses for Characteristics Contributing to Decision to Move
This section discusses the analyses used to test the hypotheses in the study. Each
hypothesis is restated and then a description of the analysis to test each are presented.
The first series of null hypotheses test the relationship between characteristics of visiting
one’s community prior to moving and the self assessment of the decision to move there.
The null hypotheses and analyses were:
NH1: The number of visits in the five years prior to moving did not
contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to
move to their current community.
The first null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the self
assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community as the outcome variable.
The predictor variable was the number of times respondents visited their current
community in the five years prior to moving there.
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NH2: The season of the trip did not contribute North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community.
The second hull hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the self
assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community as the outcome variable.
The predictor variables included travel during the four seasons (i.e., winter, spring,
summer, and fall).
NH3: The purpose of the trip did not contribute to North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community.
The third null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the self
assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community as the outcome variable.
The predictor variables included the purpose of trip items (e.g., leisure, business, visit
friends, visit family).
NH4: The type of trip did not contribute to North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community.
The fourth null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the self
assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community as the outcome variable.
The predictor variables included the types of trips (i.e., weekend getaway, general
vacation, and stay for an entire season).
NH5: Staying at a vacation residence did not contribute to North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current
community.
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The fifth null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the self
assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community as the outcome variable.
The predictor variables included staying at vacation type residences (e.g., a vacation
home owned by family, rent a vacation home, stay at one’s timeshare property).
NH6: Visiting the community for relocation related trips did not contribute
to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to
their current community.
The sixth null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the self
assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community as the outcome variable.
The predictor variables included relocation related trips (e.g., look for a community to
permanently relocate, look for a community to be closer to friends).
NH7: Visiting the community for business opportunity trips did not
contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to
move to their current community.
The seventh null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the self
assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community as the outcome variable.
The predictor variables included visiting the community for business opportunity trips
(i.e., look for a community to relocate an existing business, look for a community to start
a business).
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Analyses for Community Participation
NH8a: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and the level of community participation of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
This null hypothesis was tested using a regression model that included level of
community participation as the outcome variable. The predictor variables included
number of visits in five years prior to moving to one’s current community, self
assessment of the decision to move there, and length of residence.
NH8b: The relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating
and the level of community participation is not moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
If one of the visitation prior to moving to one’s current community items (i.e., number of
visits and self assessment of decision to move there) was a significant predictor,
moderation was tested by adding an interaction term to the model. The interaction term
was the product of the significant visitation item and length of residence.
NH8c: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and types of community participation of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
The null hypothesis for the types of community participation was tested with a series of
logistic regressions. Nine logistic regressions were conducted, one for each of the types
of community participation as the outcome variable. The predictor variables in each
model included the two visitation prior to moving to one’s community items (i.e., number
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of visits and self assessment of the decision to move there) and length of residence. If the
model was significant each predictor was removed from the next model to conduct a chisquare difference test to determine if the removed variable was significant. For
significant variables the odds and probabilities were calculated at low, average, and high
levels of the predictor.
Analyses for Social Interaction
NH9Friends: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior
to relocating and social interaction with friends of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
This null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included social interaction
with friends as the outcome variable. The predictor variables included number of visits
in five years prior to moving to one’s current community, self assessment of the decision
to move there, and length of residence.
NH9aFriends: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and social interaction with friends is not moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
If one of the visitation prior to moving to one’s current community items (i.e., number of
visits and self assessment of decision to move there) was a significant predictor,
moderation was tested by adding an interaction term to the model. The interaction term
was the product of the significant visitation item and length of residence.
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NH9Relatives: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and social interaction with relatives of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants.
This null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included social interaction
with relatives as the outcome variable. The predictor variables included number of visits
in five years prior to moving to one’s current community, self assessment of the decision
to move there, and length of residence.
NH9aRelatives: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and social interaction with relatives is not moderated by length
of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
If one of the visitation prior to moving to one’s current community items (i.e., number of
visits and self assessment of decision to move there) was a significant predictor,
moderation was tested by adding an interaction term to the model. The interaction term
was the product of the significant visitation item and length of residence.
NH9Neighbors: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and social interaction with neighbors of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants.
This null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included social interaction
with neighbors as the outcome variable. The predictor variables included number of
visits in five years prior to moving to one’s current community, self assessment of the
decision to move there, and length of residence.
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NH9aNeighbors: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and social interaction with neighbors is not moderated by length
of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
If one of the visitation prior to moving to one’s current community items (i.e., number of
visits and self assessment of decision to move there) was a significant predictor,
moderation was tested by adding an interaction term to the model. The interaction term
was the product of the significant visitation item and length of residence.
Analyses for Sense of Community
The next eight null hypotheses included the four sense of community dimensions
as outcome variables. Prior testing the null hypotheses, a confirmatory factor analysis
was conducted to test the proposed structure and modify accordingly to achieve an
acceptable model fit. Once the model fit was acceptable the factor scores were saved to
use as outcome variables in testing the following null hypotheses.
NH10Reinforcement of Needs: There is no relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the reinforcement of needs factor of
sense of community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
This null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the reinforcement
of needs factor as the outcome variable. The predictor variables included number of
visits in five years prior to moving to one’s current community, self assessment of the
decision to move there, and length of residence.
NH10aReinforcement of Needs: The relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the reinforcement of needs factor of
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sense of community is not moderated by length of residence of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
If one of the visitation prior to moving to one’s current community items (i.e., number of
visits and self assessment of decision to move there) was a significant predictor,
moderation was tested by adding an interaction term to the model. The interaction term
was the product of the significant visitation item and length of residence.
NH10Membership: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and the membership factor of sense of community of
North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
This null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the membership
factor as the outcome variable. The predictor variables included number of visits in five
years prior to moving to one’s current community, self assessment of the decision to
move there, and length of residence.
NH10aMembership: The relationship between visiting a community prior
to relocating and the membership factor of sense of community is not
moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina
in-migrants.
If one of the visitation prior to moving to one’s current community items (i.e., number of
visits and self assessment of decision to move there) was a significant predictor,
moderation was tested by adding an interaction term to the model. The interaction term
was the product of the significant visitation item and length of residence.
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NH10Influence: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and the influence factor of sense of community of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
This null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the influence factor
as the outcome variable. The predictor variables included number of visits in five years
prior to moving to one’s current community, self assessment of the decision to move
there, and length of residence.
NH10aInfluence: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and the influence factor of sense of community is not
moderated by length of residence of North Carolina in-migrants.
If one of the visitation prior to moving to one’s current community items (i.e., number of
visits and self assessment of decision to move there) was a significant predictor,
moderation was tested by adding an interaction term to the model. The interaction term
was the product of the significant visitation item and length of residence.
NH10Shared Emotional Connection: There is no relationship between
visiting a community prior to relocating and the shared emotional
connection factor of sense of community of North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants.
This null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included the shared
emotional connection factor as the outcome variable. The predictor variables included
number of visits in five years prior to moving to one’s current community, self
assessment of the decision to move there, and length of residence.
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NH10aShared Emotional Connection: The relationship between visiting
one’s community prior to relocating and the shared emotional connection
factor of sense of community is not moderated by length of residence of
North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
If one of the visitation prior to moving to one’s current community items (i.e., number of
visits and self assessment of decision to move there) was a significant predictor,
moderation was tested by adding an interaction term to the model. The interaction term
was the product of the significant visitation item and length of residence.
Analyses for Overall Community Satisfaction
NH11: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and overall community satisfaction of North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants.
This null hypothesis was tested with a regression model that included overall community
satisfaction as the outcome variable. The predictor variables included number of visits in
five years prior to moving to one’s current community, self assessment of the decision to
move there, and length of residence.
NH11a: The relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating
and overall community satisfaction is not moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
If one of the visitation prior to moving to one’s current community items (i.e., number of
visits and self assessment of decision to move there) was a significant predictor,
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moderation was tested by adding an interaction term to the model. The interaction term
was the product of the significant visitation item and length of residence.
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CHAPTER FIVE
RESULTS
The results of this study are provided in the following sections of this chapter.
First, data accuracy was examined and data were coded (e.g., create a length of residence
item by number of months) where necessary and appropriate. Second, descriptive
statistics are presented. Third, representativeness of the respondents is assessed. Fourth,
a non-response check was conducted using a wave analysis method. Fifth, univariate and
multivariate data screening procedures are discussed, including imputation of missing
data for the sense of community items. Finally, null hypotheses are restated and tested.
Data Accuracy and Missing Data
Data accuracy was examined through SPSS Frequencies, as recommended by
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). Once the data were converted to an SPSS file, descriptive
statistics for each variable were analyzed to confirm the exact coding of variables and
response options from Snap Survey. The SPSS data file was coded and labeled to reflect
the response options in the study for more conveniently interpreting output.
Next, missing data was assessed using EQS 6.1. The first step to examining
missing data was to identify cases with more than 50% of data missing from the
questions included for the purposes of this dissertation. Prior to examining missing data,
however, ‘9’s were given to the items about vacationing in respondents’ current
community for those who indicated they did not visit prior to moving there. The ‘9’s
were coded in SPSS and labeled as not applicable and appropriate steps were taken to
identify them as missing in the variable properties window. This step was to ensure
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missing data analysis would not include these as missing since some respondents were
skipped past this section because they had not visited their current community prior to
moving there. According to the 50% criteria, 36 cases were identified and deleted,
resulting in 162 useable cases.
Next, new variables were created based on questions included in the
questionnaire. The new variables include the region of the United States in which
respondents resided prior to moving to their current community and a length of residence
variable that is based on number of months.
The region of residence prior to moving to respondents’ current community in the
Carolinas was deemed an appropriate measure given sample sizes for individual states.
In addition, not every state included an in-migrant to North Carolina or South Carolina.
Therefore, an aggregate measure at the United States Census Bureau regions was used.
Prior to conducting tests to determine how representative the sample is of the sampling
frame, the state variable responses were recoded for consistency. In addition, some
respondents did not complete the state variable, but did respond to other variables that
were used to identify their prior state of residence. For example, a number of
respondents provided their previous zip code. The Zip Code Lookup tool on the United
States Postal Service website (http://zip4.usps.com/zip4/citytown_zip.jsp) was used to
identify the state for respondents who provided a zip code, but not state. In addition, the
data file received from the Center for Carolina Living was used to verify the prior state of
residence. However, it is important to recognize that people could have moved since the
Center for Carolina Living conducted the National Change of Address (NCOA) audit.

97

Three respondents provided a zip code where they lived prior to their current
residence, but not a state. Each of the three zip codes was searched on the United States
Postal Service (USPS) website to identify the state. The ID field was used to compare
the zip code and resulting state with the archived address received from the Center for
Carolina Living and both the zip code and state. The state from the archived file and
USPS website matched and the data was updated to reflect the prior state of residence.
Fourteen respondents did not provide sufficient data to identify their prior state of
residence. Therefore, the state variable for these respondents was left blank.
Next, a length of residence variable was computed. The questionnaire asked
respondents the year and what month in which they moved to their current community.
Both items were asked in order to calculate number of months to be used as the length of
residence variable. Asking year and month was deemed less burdensome on respondents
than asking them to calculate the number of months and allow the researcher to control
the reference point for consistency in computing the variable. Descriptive statistics of
these variables revealed two potential problem cases. One respondent indicated “5” and
another “8” for the year they moved to their current community. Rather than assume they
meant 2005 and 2008, respectively, the sampling frame database was used to seek
confirmation. However, the sampling frame database did not identify exactly what
month and year the respondents moved because it is run a few times per year and
provided a date labeled “MoveRecordedDate”. The respondent who indicated “5” was
identified as moved in May 2004. Perhaps this respondent moved in 2003 or early 2004,
and moved again in 2005. The item for this respondent was recoded to 2005 to reflect
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what they likely indicated in their response to the item. The respondent who indicated
“8” was identified as moved in April 2009. This would suggest the year this individual
moved as 2008 is reasonable. As a result, the item for this respondent was recoded to
2008.
The length of residence in months as the unit of measure was created using a
series of compute functions in SPSS. First, a new variable was computed for number of
years by subtracting the year respondents indicated they moved to their current
community from 2009. To calculate the number of months, this variable was multiplied
by 12. Next, the month that respondents indicated they moved to their current
community was subtracted from five, representing May when data collection started. The
final length of residence in month’s variable was then computed by adding the two
computed variables that represented number of months. Five cases were randomly
selected to verify that computations used to calculate the length of residence by month
worked properly. The computations were successful and accurately generated the new
variable. However, two respondents provided a year, but not month, for when they
relocated to their new community. Because there were only two, the computed number
of months from subtracting the year they moved from 2009 and then multiplied by 12
was used as the length of residence in number of months for the two cases. These cases
were identified because the computation for five minus the month they moved did not
calculate and, therefore, neither did the final variable for total number of months for
length of residence.
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The community participation section included a series of activities in which
respondents were asked to check all that apply for those in which they participated in the
past 12 months. Initially the items were going to be asked ‘Yes’ or ‘No’. However, Snap
Survey separated the two options to the extent that it might have been difficult to respond
in such a manner. As a result, the decision was made a priori to ask the items in the
section as check all that apply. If respondents selected even one item the rest were coded
as “0” for a no response. However, if none were selected the items for that respondent(s)
resulted in what looked like missing data. As a result of the coding and a priori decision
to ask the items this way, the missing data for respondents were examined manually.
The items in the subsection for community participation that asked about level of
activity in specific groups and organizations prior to the check all that apply and the level
of activity, as well as level compared to when respondents first moved to their current
community were used as indicators to recode, or not, the check all that apply items. In
addition, the social interaction items that followed this section were examined to ensure
these respondents also answered surrounding questions. Fifteen cases appeared to have
missing data in the check all that apply section for community participation. Two of
these respondents typed other types of activities in the item at the end of the list that
asked respondents what other ways respondents participated in their community in the
past 12 months. One respondent (ID = 28544) did not provide responses to the
community participation section prior to the items in question, but did respond to overall
level of activity, level of activity compared to when first moved to current community,

100

and social interaction items. As a result, all cases in question except this respondent’s
data for the check all that apply section were recoded to zero.
Descriptive Statistics
The initial step in data analysis included examining descriptive statistics. The
following tables include descriptive statistics for sections of the questionnaire that
included variables in the proposed model. In addition, descriptive statistics are provided
for the section that asked about respondent community and demographics to provide an
overview of the sample and the type of community in which they live. The descriptive
statistics are presented prior to any further manipulation of variables and further
screening for univariate and multivariate outliers, as well as imputation of missing data
for the sense of community section. The following tables are intended to provide an
overview of the sample and questions potentially included to answer research questions
in this study.
Demographic Descriptive Statistics
The final section of the questionnaire included demographic items, which are
presented to provide an overview of respondent characteristics. The average age of
respondents was just over 50 years (Table 5.1). Almost one-third (31.2%) of respondents
were retired and 86.0% retired prior to moving to their current community.
Table 5.1
Frequency Distribution for Demographics
Variable

n

Age
Less than 30
30-39
40-49

Percent

M, SD
50.45, 13.01

7
26
32
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5.0
18.4
22.7

Table 5.1 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Demographics
50-59
60-69
70 and above
Gender
Female
Male
Education
Grade school or some high school
High school diploma or GED
Technical, vocation, or trade school
Some college (includes junior college)
College graduate
Masters degree
Ph.D.
Professional (MD, DDS)
Employment status
Full-time
Part-time
Unemployed
Retired
Retired, but work part-time
Retired
Prior to moving to your current community
After moving to your current community
Household income
Less than $50,000
$50,000 – 99,999
$100,000 – 199,999
$200,000 or more
Race
White
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
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36
30
10
141

25.5
21.3
7.1
100

82
61
143

57.3
42.7
100

0
6
7
20
61
43
5
2
144

0.0
4.2
4.9
13.9
42.4
29.9
3.5
1.4
100

69
15
15
35
10
144

47.9
10.4
10.4
24.3
6.9
100

37
6
43

86.0
14.0
100

37
43
39
13

28.0
32.6
29.5
9.8

134
5
1
2
1
143

95.7
3.6
0.7
1.4
0.7
98.5

Visiting Before Relocating Descriptive Statistics
The first section of the questionnaire asked respondents reside in and about
visiting their current community prior to moving there. Almost two-thirds (65.2%) of
respondents visited their community one to five times before moving there (Table 5.2).
Only about one-fifth (21.1%) of respondents did not visit their current community in the
five years prior to moving there.
Table 5.2
Frequency Distribution for Number of Visits
Variable
Visits to current community during 5 years prior to
moving
0
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21 or more

n

Percent

34
105
14
3
1
4
161

21.1
65.2
8.7
1.9
0.6
2.5
100

Next, respondents were asked when (i.e., winter, spring, summer, and fall) they
visited their current community prior to moving there (Table 5.3). The spring was the
most popular time respondents visited before moving there, followed by summer, fall,
and finally winter.
Table 5.3
Frequency Distribution for Season of Visitation
Variable
Winter (December, January, February)
Never
Rarely
Occasionally

n

Percent

M1, SD
2.47, 1.64

55
10
15

103

47.4
8.6
12.9

Table 5.3 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Season of Visitation
Sometimes
Frequently
Always
Spring (March, April, May)
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

20
10
6
116

17.2
8.6
5.2
100

23
17
26
27
14
10
117

19.7
14.5
22.2
23.1
12.0
8.5
100

3.19, 1.55

Summer (June, July, August)
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

2.99, 1.67
34
19
21
20
18
10
122

27.9
15.6
17.2
16.4
14.8
8.2
100

Fall (September, October, November)
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

2.54, 1.56
48
40.3
15
12.6
20
16.8
20
16.8
12
10.1
4
3.4
119
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Sometimes, 5 =
Frequently, and 6 = Always
Respondents who indicated they visited their current community during the 5

years prior to moving there were asked how often they visited for specific purposes (e.g.,
leisure, convention/group meeting, and visit friends). On a scale of 1 = Never to 6 =
Always the most frequent purpose of visiting the community before moving there was
leisure (Table 5.4). Respondents least frequently visited their current community for a
convention/group meeting and special event before moving there.
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Table 5.4
Frequency Distribution for Purpose of Trip
Variable
Leisure
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

n

Percent

M1, SD
2.83, 1.88

Business
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

48
15
14
15
11
18
121

39.7
12.4
11.6
12.4
9.1
14.9
100

69
16
15
5
7
7
119

58.0
13.4
12.6
4.2
5.9
5.9
100

2.04, 1.54

Convention/group meeting
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

1.24, 0.70
106
8
4
3
1
0
122

Visit friends
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

86.9
6.6
3.3
2.5
0.8
0.0
100
1.61, 1.30

Visit family
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

93
11
6
4
5
4
123

75.6
8.9
4.9
3.3
4.1
3.3
100

91
2
3
4
11
12
123

74.0
1.6
2.4
3.3
8.9
9.8
100

2.01, 1.81
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Table 5.4
Frequency Distribution for Purpose of Trip
Special event (sport, festival, etc)
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

1.29, 0.75
102
84.3
8
6.6
6
5.0
5
4.1
0
0.0
0
0.0
121
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Sometimes, 5 =
Frequently, and 6 = Always
On a scale of 1 = Never to 6 = Always respondents were also asked to indicate

how often of the types of trips (e.g., weekend getaway, general vacation) they took to
their community before moving there. The most frequent type of trip was a general
vacation (Table 5.5). The majority (95.1%) of respondents never visited their current
community for an entire season prior to moving there.
Table 5.5
Frequency Distribution for Type of Trip
Variable
Weekend getaway
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

n

Percent

86
9
10
8
2
3
118

72.9
7.6
8.5
6.8
1.7
2.5
100

75
9
11
9
11
7
122

61.5
7.4
9.0
7.4
9.0
5.7
100

M1, SD
1.64, 1.24

General vacation (about a week or longer)
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

2.12, 1.65
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Table 5.5 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Type of Trip
Stay for an entire season
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

1.14, 0.67
116
95.1
0
0.0
4
3.3
0
0.0
1
0.8
1
0.8
122
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Sometimes, 5 =
Frequently, and 6 = Always
On a scale of 1 = Never to 6 = Always, respondents indicated how often they

stayed in vacation type residences while visiting their community prior to moving there.
The most frequent stay in a vacation type residence was renting a vacation home (Table
5.6). However, most respondents never stayed in any of the vacation type residences.
Table 5.6
Frequency Distribution for Vacation Residences
Variable
Stay in a vacation home you owned
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

n

Percent

M1, SD
1.06, 0.48

121
0
1
0
0
1
123

Stay in a vacation home owned by friends
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

98.4
0.0
0.8
0.0
0.0
0.8
100
1.13, 0.60

Stay in a vacation home owned by family
Never

116
2
3
0
2
0
123

94.3
1.6
2.4
0.0
1.6
0.0
100

119

96.7

1.12, 0.71
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Table 5.6 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Vacation Residences
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always
Rent a vacation home
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

0
1
1
0
2
123

0.0
0.8
0.8
0.0
1.6
100

104
2
6
4
3
2
121

86.0
1.7
5.0
3.3
2.5
1.7
100

1.40, 1.08

Stay at a timeshare property you owned
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

1.14, 0.73

119
96.0
1
0.8
0
0.0
1
0.8
2
1.6
1
0.8
124
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Sometimes, 5 =
Frequently, and 6 = Always
On a scale of 1 = Never to 6 = Always respondents indicated how often they

visited their current community before moving there for relocation related trips.
Respondents visited most often for relocation related trips to look for a community to
permanently relocate (Table 5.7). The second most frequent relocation related trip was to
look for a place to live/work. Respondents were least likely to visit for a relocation
related trip to look for a community to acquire a vacation home and a community to
move where they would be closer to friends.
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Table 5.7
Frequency Distribution for Relocation Related Trips
Variable
a community to permanently relocate
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

n

Percent

M1, SD
3.92, 1.71

a place to live/work
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

17
14
17
19
32
27
126

13.5
11.1
13.5
15.1
25.4
21.4
100

19
15
21
13
31
26
125

15.2
12.0
16.8
10.4
24.8
20.8
100

3.80, 1.76

a community to acquire a vacation home
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

1.21, 0.77
111
4
2
2
3
0
122

a community for retirement
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

91.0
3.3
1.6
1.6
2.5
0.0
100
2.72, 1.99

62
5
13
7
17
18
122

a community to move where you would be closer
to friends
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always
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50.8
4.1
10.7
5.7
13.9
14.8
100
1.56, 1.29

97
7
6
3
5
4

79.5
5.7
4.9
2.5
4.1
3.3

Table 5.7 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Relocation Related Trips
122

100

a community to move where you would be closer
to family
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

1.86, 1.52

85
69.7
9
7.4
7
5.7
7
5.7
9
7.4
5
4.1
122
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Sometimes, 5 =
Frequently, and 6 = Always
Respondents were asked how often they visited their current community before

moving there to look for a community to relocate an existing business and start a
business. Only nine respondents visited their current community prior to moving there to
look for a community to relocate an existing business (Table 5.8). Slightly more (14
respondents) indicated they visited their current community prior to moving there to look
for a community to start a business.
Table 5.8
Frequency Distribution for Business Opportunity Trips
Variable
a community to relocate an existing business
Never
Rarely
Occasionally
Sometimes
Frequently
Always
a community to start a business
Never
Rarely
Occasionally

n

Percent

M1, SD
1.22, 0.85

116
1
3
1
3
1
125

92.8
0.8
2.4
0.8
2.4
0.8
100

107
2
7

87.0
1.6
5.7

1.34, 0.97
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Table 5.8 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Business Opportunity Trips
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

2
1.6
5
4.1
0
0.0
123
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Sometimes, 5 =
Frequently, and 6 = Always
Cuba (1989) suggested a history of visiting a destination can prompt visitors to

move there. Therefore, this study included a self assessment item that asked how
influential (1 = Not at all Influential to 5 = Very Influential) prior visits were in the
decision to move to respondents’ current community. Results revealed visiting a
community was very influential for almost two-thirds (65.4%) of respondents decision to
move there (Table 5.9). No respondents indicated their visits were Not at all Influential.
Table 5.9
Frequency Distribution for Self Assessment of Visiting in Decision to Move to Current
Community
Percent
M1, SD
Variable
n
Self assessment of decision to move
Not at all Influential
Not Very Influential
Somewhat Influential
Moderately Influential
Very Influential

4.38, 0.95

0
0.0
7
5.5
21
16.5
16
12.6
83
65.4
127
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Not at all Influential, 2 = Not Very Influential, 3 = Somewhat
Influential, 4 = Moderately Influential, and 5 = Very Influential
Length of Residence Descriptive Statistics
Two items were used to calculate length of residence in months. Those items

included the year and the month in which respondents moved to their current community.
Average length of residence in the current community was about two and a half years
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(30.88 months) (Table 5.10). Only three respondents moved to their current community
prior to 2003. Over half (54.3%) of respondents currently lived in North Carolina.
Table 5.10
Frequency Distribution for Length of Residence
Variable
State of Residence
North Carolina
South Carolina
Year moved to current residence
Before 2003
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
Month moved
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December

n

Percent

74
88
162

45.7
54.3
100

3
5
15
21
27
31
43
6
151

2.6
3.3
9.9
13.9
17.9
20.5
28.5
4.0
100

11
8
5
10
15
19
23
14
13
13
5
13
149

7.4
5.4
3.4
6.7
10.1
12.8
15.4
9.4
8.7
8.7
3.3
8.7
100

Length of residence (months)

M, SD

30.88, 24.59

Community Participation Descriptive Statistics
The next section of the questionnaire included items about respondents’ activity
in their community. The section started with an item about level of activity (1 = Not at
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all Active to 5 = Very Active), with a subsequent question asking respondents if they are
less, about the same, or more active than when they first moved to their current
community. Respondents were somewhat to moderately active based on a mean just over
three (Table 5.11).
Table 5.11
Frequency Distribution for Level of Activity in Community’s Activities
Percent
Variable
n

M1, SD

Level of activity
Not at all Active
Not Very Active
Somewhat Active
Moderately Active
Very Active

3.17, 1.26
17
10.5
34
21.0
46
28.4
34
21.0
31
19.1
162
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Not at all Active, 2 = Not Very Active, 3 = Somewhat Active,
4 = Moderately Active, and 5 = Very Active
A series of items pertaining to types of community participation asked

respondents to indicate which they participated in during the past 12 months. Over threefourths of respondents had attended a local community event in the past 12 months
(Table 5.12). Serving on a local government committee, commission or board and
voluntary community service organization were activities in which one-tenth (10.6%) of
respondents participated in the past twelve months.
Table 5.12
Frequency Distribution for Activities Participated in During Past 12 Months
Variable
n
Activity
Attended a local community event (such as a
school concert, community parade, or craft
fair)

113

125

Percent1

77.6

Table 5.12 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Activities Participated in During Past 12 Months
39.1
Contacted a public official about some issue or
63
problem affecting your community
Worked with other local residents to try and deal
65
40.4
with some issue or problem
Attended a public meeting in the community (like
56
34.8
a school board meeting or federal lands
planning meeting)
Served as an officer in a community organization
35
21.7
Voted in a local election
111
68.9
Served on a local government commission,
17
10.6
committee, or board
Served on a voluntary community service
17
10.6
organization (such as a volunteer fire dept.,
emergency medical technician or EMT)
Volunteered for a youth organization
29
18.0
1. The percent column does not total 100% because respondents could check more
than one item. Respondents were asked to check all activities in which they
participated in the past 12 months.

Social Interaction Descriptive Statistics
Respondents were asked to indicate how frequently (1 = Rarely or Never to 7 =
Several Times a Week) they are with friends, relatives, neighbors, and other community
members and groups. Based on the mean, respondents most frequently interacted
socially with friends in their community (Table 5.13). Over two-thirds (41.7%) or
respondents rarely or never socially interact with relatives in their current community.

Table 5.13
Frequency Distribution for Social Interaction
Variable
Friends
Rarely or Never
About Once a Year
Several Times a Year

n

Percent

6
3
17

3.7
1.9
10.6

M1, SD
5.52, 1.71
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Table 5.13 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Social Interaction
About Once a Month
Several Times a Month
About Once a Week
Several Times a Week
Relatives
Rarely or Never
About Once a Year
Several Times a Year
About Once a Month
Several Times a Month
About Once a Week
Several Times a Week

13
32
17
73
161

8.1
19.9
10.6
45.3
100
3.08, 2.22

65
11
25
8
15
12
20
156

Neighbors
Rarely or Never
About Once a Year
Several Times a Year
About Once a Month
Several Times a Month
About Once a Week
Several Times a Week

41.7
7.1
16.0
5.1
9.6
7.7
12.8
100
5.01, 1.79

8
5.0
6
3.7
26
16.1
16
9.9
29
18.0
32
19.9
44
27.3
161
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Rarely or Never, 2 = About Once a Year, 3 = Several Times a
Year, 4 = About Once a Month, 5 = Several Times a Month, 6 = About Once a
Week, and 7 = Several Times a Week

Sense of Community Descriptive Statistics
The next section of the questionnaire included the sense of community items. The
order of the items remains as they were on the questionnaire. The section pertaining to
hypothesis testing provides the proposed sub-indexes or dimensions as proposed by
Chavis, Lee, and Acosta (2008), as well as the final structure and items identified with
confirmatory factor analysis. The descriptive statistics for each of the proposed subindexes or dimensions are presented separately.
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The first proposed factor of sense of community is reinforcement of needs.
Respondents ranged between neither agree nor disagree and slightly agree on five of the
six measures, while the mean of 5.68 approached moderately agree that being a member
of their community makes them feel good (Table 5.14).
Table 5.14
Frequency Distribution for Reinforcement of Needs Factor of Sense of Community Items
Percent
M1, SD
Variable
n
Being a member of this community makes me
feel good
Strongly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Slightly Agree
Moderately Agree
Strongly Agree
I get important needs of mine met because I am
part of this community
Strongly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Slightly Agree
Moderately Agree
Strongly Agree
Community members and I value the same things
Strongly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Slightly Agree
Moderately Agree
Strongly Agree
This community has been successful in getting
the needs of its members met
Strongly Disagree
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5.68, 1.31
1
1
5
29
21
42
54
153

0.7
0.7
3.3
19.0
13.7
27.5
35.3
100
4.43, 1.70

13
11
9
48
30
23
20
154

8.4
7.1
5.8
31.2
19.5
14.9
13.0
100

4
8
12
45
31
38
16
154

2.6
5.2
7.8
29.2
20.1
24.7
10.4
100

4.75, 1.45

4.40, 1.51
8

5.2

Table 5.14 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Reinforcement of Needs Factor of Sense of Community Items
7.8
Moderately Disagree
12
Slightly Disagree
11
7.1
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
53
34.4
Slightly Agree
30
19.5
Moderately Agree
29
18.8
Strongly Agree
11
7.1
154
100
When I have a problem, I can talk about it with
4.64, 1.48
members of this community
Strongly Disagree
6
3.9
Moderately Disagree
9
5.8
Slightly Disagree
9
5.8
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
48
31.2
Slightly Agree
38
24.7
Moderately Agree
27
17.5
Strongly Agree
17
11.0
154
100
People in this community have similar needs,
4.60, 1.59
priorities, and goals
Strongly Disagree
9
5.8
Moderately Disagree
7
4.5
Slightly Disagree
15
9.7
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
43
27.9
Slightly Agree
28
18.2
Moderately Agree
36
23.4
Strongly Agree
16
10.4
154
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Moderately Disagree, 3 = Slightly
Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree, 5 = Slightly Agree, 6 = Moderately
Agree, and 7 = Strongly Agree
The next factor of sense of community is membership. Respondents most
strongly agreed (M = 5.01) they can trust people in their community (Table 5.15).
However, respondents slight disagreed to neither agreed nor disagreed that they could
recognize most of the members of their community (M = 3.85).
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Table 5.15
Frequency Distribution for Membership Factor of Sense of Community Items
Percent
Variable
n
I put a lot of time and effort into being a part of
this community
Strongly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Slightly Agree
Moderately Agree
Strongly Agree
I can recognize most of the members of this
community
Strongly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Slightly Agree
Moderately Agree
Strongly Agree
I can trust people in this community
Strongly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Slightly Agree
Moderately Agree
Strongly Agree

M1, SD
4.36, 1.83

18
11
13
31
33
28
18
152

11.8
7.2
8.6
20.4
21.7
18.4
11.8
100
3.85, 1.86

23
19
26
24
24
28
10
154

14.9
12.3
16.9
15.6
15.6
18.2
6.5
100
5.01, 1.46

2
9
7
38
34
35
27
152

This community has symbols and expressions of
membership such as clothes, signs, art,
architecture, logos, landmarks, and flags that
people can recognize
Strongly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Slightly Agree
Moderately Agree
Strongly Agree
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1.3
5.9
4.6
25.0
22.4
23.0
17.8
100
4.52, 1.82

15
11
9
33
36
22
25

9.9
7.3
6.0
21.9
23.8
14.6
16.6

Table 5.15 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Membership Factor of Sense of Community Items
100
151
Being a member of this community is a part of
4.03, 1.75
my identity
Strongly Disagree
22
14.5
Moderately Disagree
12
7.9
Slightly Disagree
10
6.6
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
46
30.3
Slightly Agree
30
19.7
Moderately Agree
22
14.5
Strongly Agree
10
6.6
152
100
Most community members know me
3.77, 1.79
Strongly Disagree
22
14.7
Moderately Disagree
22
14.7
Slightly Disagree
18
12.0
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
31
20.7
Slightly Agree
29
19.3
Moderately Agree
20
13.3
Strongly Agree
8
5.3
150
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Moderately Disagree, 3 = Slightly
Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree, 5 = Slightly Agree, 6 = Moderately
Agree, and 7 = Strongly Agree
The influence factor of sense of community revealed respondents slightly disagree
to neither agree nor disagree that they personally have influence in their community
(Table 5.16). However, they agreed the highest with the item asking if fitting into the
community is important to them.
Table 5.16
Frequency Distribution for Influence Factor of Sense of Community Items
Variable
n
Percent
This community has good leaders
Strongly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree

M1, SD
4.60, 1.63

10
11
6
44
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6.5
7.1
3.9
28.6

Table 5.16 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Influence Factor of Sense of Community Items
20.8
Slightly Agree
32
Moderately Agree
34
22.1
Strongly Agree
17
11.0
154
100
I have influence over what this community is like
Strongly Disagree
26
17.2
Moderately Disagree
20
13.2
Slightly Disagree
16
10.6
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
36
23.8
Slightly Agree
33
21.9
Moderately Agree
17
11.3
Strongly Agree
3
2.0
151
100
I care about what other community members
think of me
Strongly Disagree
12
7.9
Moderately Disagree
7
4.6
Slightly Disagree
16
10.5
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
38
25.0
Slightly Agree
36
23.7
Moderately Agree
32
21.1
Strongly Agree
11
7.2
152
100
If there is a problem in this community, members
can get it solved
Strongly Disagree
7
4.6
Moderately Disagree
11
7.3
Slightly Disagree
11
7.3
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
44
29.1
Slightly Agree
34
22.5
Moderately Agree
33
21.9
Strongly Agree
11
7.3
151
100
This community can influence other communities
Strongly Disagree
6
3.9
Moderately Disagree
4
2.6
Slightly Disagree
12
7.8
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
53
34.6
Slightly Agree
37
24.2
Moderately Agree
30
19.6
Strongly Agree
11
7.2
153
100
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3.62, 1.70

4.44, 1.60

4.52, 1.51

4.60, 1.36

Table 5.16 (continued)
Frequency Distribution for Influence Factor of Sense of Community Items
4.69, 1.64
Fitting into this community is important to me
Strongly Disagree
11
7.1
Moderately Disagree
5
3.2
Slightly Disagree
12
7.8
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
39
25.3
Slightly Agree
35
22.7
Moderately Agree
30
19.5
Strongly Agree
22
14.3
154
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Moderately Disagree, 3 = Slightly
Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree, 5 = Slightly Agree, 6 = Moderately
Agree, and 7 = Strongly Agree
The final factor of sense of community was shared emotional connection. The
two items with the highest levels of agreement were that respondents felt hopeful about
the future of their community (M = 5.44) and expect to be a part of it for a long time (M =
5.38) (Table 5.17).
Table 5.17
Frequency Distribution for Shared Emotional Connection Factor of Sense of Community
Items
Percent
M1, SD
Variable
n
I expect to be a part of this community for a long
time
Strongly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Slightly Agree
Moderately Agree
Strongly Agree
Members of this community care about each other
Strongly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
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5.38, 1.80
11
4
4
23
24
29
58
153

7.2
2.6
2.6
15.0
15.7
19.0
37.9
100
4.86, 1.68

10
7
8
32

6.5
4.6
5.2
20.9

Table 5.17
Frequency Distribution for Shared Emotional Connection Factor of Sense of Community
Items
Slightly Agree
37
24.2
Moderately Agree
31
20.3
Strongly Agree
28
18.3
153
100
It is very important to me to be a part of this
5.11, 1.50
community
Strongly Disagree
4
2.6
Moderately Disagree
6
3.9
Slightly Disagree
7
4.6
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
36
23.7
Slightly Agree
27
17.8
Moderately Agree
43
28.3
Strongly Agree
29
19.1
152
100
I feel hopeful about the future of this community
5.44, 1.54
Strongly Disagree
5
3.3
Moderately Disagree
4
2.6
Slightly Disagree
7
4.6
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
21
13.8
Slightly Agree
26
17.1
Moderately Agree
44
28.9
Strongly Agree
45
29.6
152
100
I am with other community members a lot and
4.41, 1.73
enjoy being with them
Strongly Disagree
14
9.2
Moderately Disagree
9
5.9
Slightly Disagree
15
9.8
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
44
28.8
Slightly Agree
23
15.0
Moderately Agree
30
19.6
Strongly Agree
18
11.8
153
100
Members of this community have shared
4.97, 1.54
important events together, such as holidays,
celebrations, or disasters
Strongly Disagree
9
5.8
Moderately Disagree
3
1.9
Slightly Disagree
4
2.6
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
40
26.0
Slightly Agree
35
22.7

122

Table 5.17
Frequency Distribution for Shared Emotional Connection Factor of Sense of Community
Items
Moderately Agree
38
24.7
Strongly Agree
25
16.2
154
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Moderately Disagree, 3 = Slightly
Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree, 5 = Slightly Agree, 6 = Moderately
Agree, and 7 = Strongly Agree

Overall Community Satisfaction Descriptive Statistics
Based on the mean of 3.83, respondents were overall moderately to very satisfied
in their current community (Table 5.18). Over two-thirds (68.3%) of respondents were
very or extremely satisfied with their current community.
Table 5.18
Frequency Distribution for Overall Community Satisfaction
Variable
n

Percent

M1, SD

Satisfaction
Not at all Satisfied
Slightly Satisfied
Moderately Satisfied
Very Satisfied
Extremely Satisfied

3.83, 0.95
1
0.7
14
9.7
31
21.4
61
42.1
38
26.2
145
100
1. Mean based on: 1 = Not at all Satisfied, 2 = Slightly Satisfied, 3 = Moderately
Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied, and 5 = Extremely Satisfied

Representativeness
An important aspect of social science research is to accurately sample from the
population of interest in order to be representative. Babbie (2004) suggested
representativeness is not precisely measured, but more of a notion that characteristics of
the sample represent those of the population of interest. Furthermore, representativeness
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is often associated with probability sampling. Although this study used a convenience
sample, two tests were conducted to examine how representative the respondents were
compared to data from the Carolina Lifestyle Survey.
Representativeness for this study was assessed by comparing two variables: prior
region of residence and education. The Carolina Lifestyle Survey data were used as a
baseline to examine representativeness of the study’s sample compared to inquirers of the
Center for Carolina Living. The state variable for each dataset was used to recode into a
variable for region based on the U.S. Census Bureau regions: Northeast, Midwest, South,
and West. A chi-square test for goodness of fit was used to test the null hypothesis:
Proportions of respondents from each U.S. region in this study were not associated with
the regions identified from the Carolina Lifestyle Survey data. Once the states were
recoded into respective regions, the percentages for each of the four regions from the
Carolina Lifestyle Survey data were calculated. The percentages from the Carolina
Lifestyle Survey data were used to compute the expected values from the data collected
for this study. The following formula was used to test the hypothesis:

χ2 = ∑(fo-fe)2/fe
where fe is the frequency expected and fo is the frequency observed (Gravetter &
Wallnau, 1999). This formula was used for each of the four regions. The values for the
four regions were summed and compared to a chi-square table using three degrees of
freedom (number of categories minus one).
Education levels were also tested with a chi-square test for goodness of fit. Five
categories were compared between the Carolina Lifestyle Survey data and the current
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study. The matching categories were: high school, some college, college or college
graduate, post graduate or masters degree, and doctorate or Ph.D.
Both the region of prior residence (χ2 (3, N = 148) = 22.80, p < .001) and
education (χ2 (4, N = 135) = 42.23, p < .001) resulted in significant chi-square goodness
of fit tests (Table 5.19). The results indicated the sample for this study is not the same as
the Carolina Lifestyle Survey data, at least in terms of these two variables. The study
resulted in a higher observed than expected number of respondents from the Northeast,
Midwest, and West regions. The study also resulted in a higher observed than expected
number of respondents with a college degree and masters degree or post graduate
education. Underrepresented education levels included high school graduates and those
with some college education. Results of this exploratory study should be interpreted with
caution as a result of the respondents not representing the sample from which they were
drawn in regards to where they moved from and education levels.
Table 5.19
Summary of Representativeness
Variable
Region
Northeast
Midwest
South
West

fo
fe
χ2
χ2 (3, N = 148) = 22.80, p < .001
42.0
54.0
3.43
16.0
26.0
6.25
77.1
49.0
10.24
12.9
19.0
2.88

χ2 (4, N = 135) = 42.23, p < .001

Education
High school
Some college
College graduate
Masters degree
Ph.D.

24.3
35.0
48.3
22.5
4.9

125

6.0
20.0
61.0
43.0
5.0

13.78
6.43
3.34
18.68
0.00

Non-Response Check
Another important issue to address in survey research is potential non-response
bias, which addresses external validity. In essence, a non-response check determines if
respondents and non-respondents differ. Dillman (2007) indicated a study may suffer
non-response error “when a significant number of people in the survey sample do not
respond to the questionnaire and have different characteristics from those who do
respond, when these characteristics are important to the study” (p. 10).
Lindner, Murphy, and Briers (2001) summarized three methods for assessing nonresponse in social science research. One method recommended is comparing early to late
responders within a study. In this comparison late responders are considered to resemble
non-respondents (Armstrong & Overton, 1977; Pace, 1939). If late responders do not
differ from early responders when comparing important study variables, the study is
considered to include no or minimal non-response bias. Although there is no agreed
upon definition to operationalize late responders (Lindner, Murphy, & Briers, 2001),
waves of stimuli to recruit participation in survey research provides a method for
identifying early and late responders (Armstrong & Overton, 1977). Although this
method was proposed and described in terms of mail surveys, it provides a framework in
which to address non-response in surveys that include multiple email contacts to recruit
participation.
Based on the methods and recommendations just discussed, a wave analysis was
used to examine non-response bias in this study. Although researchers traditionally strive
to achieve a high response rate there is no statistical guidelines for such a goal “and a

126

demonstrated lack of response bias is far more important than a high response rate”
(Babbie, 2004, p. 261).
Respondents were grouped into three waves based on when they completed the
online questionnaire. The number of contacts or stimuli to participate in the study was
used to group respondents into three waves. Three contacts were made with the sampling
frame, resulting in three waves to assess non-response bias. Once respondents completed
the online questionnaire in Snap Survey they are excluded from subsequent emails
programmed to further contact the sampling frame. As a result, Snap Survey was used to
identify how many contacts were made with each respondent. A new variable was
created to indicate which of the three waves to which each respondent belonged.
Next, the variables (n = 57) included in the study were examined in a one way
analysis of variance to test for non-response bias across the three waves. One item was
significant at α = .001, one at α = .01, and four at α = .05 (Table 5.20). Two of the items
that were significant were purpose of trip (i.e., business and convention/group meeting)
and one was visiting to look for a community to permanently relocate. The self
assessment of the decision to move was the significant variable at α = .001. Appendix E
includes a table with all of the wave analysis omnibus tests.
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Table 5.20
Significant Wave Analysis Variables
ANOVA
Sum of
Squares
Q2#6#b Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Business

Mean
Square

df

Between
Groups

21.515

2

10.758

Within
Groups

257.275

116

2.218

Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

278.790
3.852

118
2

1.926

55.669

118

.472

59.521

120

Q2#7#a Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live to Groups
look for...a
Total
community to
permanently relocate
Q2#9 Please indicate Between
how influential your Groups
prior visits to where Within
you currently live
Groups
were in your
Total
decision to move

24.094

2

12.047

341.112

123

2.773

365.206

125

14.730

2

7.365

99.128

124

.799

113.858

126

21.859

2

10.930

382.820

150

2.552

404.680

152

Q2#6#c Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Convention/group
meeting

there
Q4#2#c This
Between
community has good Groups
leaders
Within
Groups
Total

128

F

Sig.

4.850

.009

4.082

.019

4.344

.015

9.213

.000

4.283

.016

Table 5.20 (continued)
Significant Wave Analysis Variables
Q4#2#e I can
recognize most of
the members of this
community

Between
Groups

26.608

2

13.304

Within
Groups

500.307

150

3.335

Total

526.915

152

3.989

.021

LSD post hoc tests were used to determine where differences across waves
existed (Table 5.21). Wave one (M = 1.63) visited where they currently live less often
than wave three (M = 2.70). Waves one (M = 1.17) and two (M = 1.08) visited less than
wave three (M = 1.55) for convention/group meeting. Waves one (M = 4.00) and two (M
= 4.36) visited more often than wave three (M = 3.17) to look for a community to
permanently relocate. Waves one (M = 4.59) and two (M = 4.54) were more influence by
visiting in the decision to move to their current community than wave three (M = 3.77).
Two sense of community items were also significant in the wave analysis. Wave two (M
= 5.11) rated their community has good leaders higher than waves one (M = 4.40) and
three (M = 4.19). Finally, wave three (M = 4.56) more strongly agreed they could
recognize most of the members of their community compared to wave two (M = 3.40).
Although six of the 57 items examined in the non-response analysis were found to have
significant differences between waves, it was determined that this was minimal nonresponse bias.
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Table 5.21
Follow Up Tests for Wave Analysis
Multiple Comparisons
LSD

Dependent
Variable

(I)
Wave

Q2#6#b Please
1 email
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Business
2
emails

(J)
Wave

Std.
Error

Sig.

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

2
emails

-.52827 .31534

.097

-1.1528

.0963

3
emails

-1.07407* .35102

.003

-1.7693

-.3788

1 email

.52827 .31534

.097

-.0963

1.1528

3
emails

-.54581 .37485

.148

-1.2882

.1966

1.07407* .35102

.003

.3788

1.7693

.54581 .37485

.148

-.1966

1.2882

.09436 .14501

.517

-.1928

.3815

-.38012* .16047

.019

-.6979

-.0623

-.09436 .14501
-.47447* .17385

.517
.007

-.3815
-.8187

.1928
-.1302

.38012* .16047
.47447* .17385

.019
.007

.0623
.1302

.6979
.8187

3
1 email
emails 2
emails
Q2#6#c Please
1 email
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Convention/group
2
meeting
emails

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

95% Confidence
Interval

2
emails
3
emails
1 email
3
emails

3
emails
1 email
1 email 2
emails
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Table 5.21 (continued)
Follow Up Tests for Wave Analysis
Q2#7#a Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live
to look for...a
community to
permanently
relocate

Q2#9 Please
indicate how
influential your
prior visits to
where you
currently live were
in your decision to
move there

2
2
emails
emails 3
emails
1 email
3
3
emails emails
1 email
1 email

2
emails

3
emails
1 email

Q4#2#c This
community has
good leaders

2
emails

3
emails
1 email

2
emails
2
emails
3
emails
1 email
3
emails
1 email
2
emails
2
emails
3
emails
1 email
3
emails
1 email
2
emails

-.35897 .34485

.300

-1.0416

.3236

.82759* .37874

.031

.0779

1.5773

.35897 .34485
1.18656* .40834

.300
.004

-.3236
.3783

1.0416
1.9948

-.82759* .37874

.031

-1.5773

-.0779

-1.18656* .40834

.004

-1.9948

-.3783

.04775 .18515

.797

-.3187

.4142

.81954* .20107

.000

.4216

1.2175

-.04775 .18515
.77179* .21713

.797
.001

-.4142
.3420

.3187
1.2016

-.81954* .20107
-.77179* .21713

.000
.001

-1.2175
-1.2016

-.4216
-.3420

-.70959* .29337

.017

-1.2893

-.1299

.21830 .34167

.524

-.4568

.8934

.70959* .29337
.92788* .35893

.017
.011

.1299
.2187

1.2893
1.6371

-.21830 .34167
-.92788* .35893

.524
.011

-.8934
-1.6371

.4568
-.2187
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Table 5.21 (continued)
Follow Up Tests for Wave Analysis
Q4#2#e I can
recognize most of 2
the members of
emails
this community

2
emails
3
emails

1 email
3
3
emails emails
1 email
2
emails

.42224 .33538

.210

-.2404

1.0849

-.73641 .39060

.061

-1.5082

.0354

-.42224 .33538

.210

-1.0849

.2404

.41033

.005

-1.9694

-.3479

.73641 .39060

.061

-.0354

1.5082

1.15865* .41033

.005

.3479

1.9694

-1.15865

*

Data Screening
Univariate screening was conducted by examining z-scores. While univariate
outliers were present, they were logical and no cases exceeded the recommended cutoff
of 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) for all variables included in the analysis, except the
type of community participation because they were dichotomous variables. In addition,
variables with univariate outliers seemed rationale. An example included the item that
measured frequency of visiting prior to moving to stay in a vacation home one owned.
Responses were very homogeneous and resulted in the person who did have a vacation
home being an outlier on that variable. Four cases exceeded a z-score of ±3.29 for the
number of visits prior to relocating to their current community. As a result, their
responses to the reasons for visiting were examined to determine why they may have
visited so often. Most revealing were responses to the non-traditional reasons for
visiting. Of the four cases, two indicated they frequently visited to look for “a
community to permanently relocate,” three for a “place to live/work,” one “a community
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to acquire a vacation home,” one “a community to start a business,” three “a community
for retirement,” and one “a community to move where you would be closer to family.” In
addition, one of the potential outliers indicated frequently staying in a family vacation
home. These cases were retained in the data set because it appeared these were special
trips made that explained why they visited more than others. Therefore, no cases were
deleted based on univariate outliers.
Another issue examined was normality. Several variables, such as staying in
personal and friend’s vacation home were severely skewed, with only a few respondents
indicating something other than ‘Never.’ Data transformations could have been
attempted. However, transformations can lead to interpretation of results being
extremely difficult (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Therefore, no transformations were
conducted for this study.
A series of multivariate screening procedures were also conducted by running a
series of regressions with diagnostics. All regressions except those with the specific
community participation items and sense of community were examined through this
process. The specific community participation items were not assessed during this
process because they are dichotomous. The sense of community items were not
examined because the individual items were used to conduct a confirmatory factor
analysis and the final structures factor scores were saved to use as dependent variables.
The results of multivariate screening did not reveal any serious issues of multivariate
outliers according to recommended cutoffs provided by Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken
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(2003). Potential outliers were borderline regarding respective diagnostic(s) and within
the five percent the authors indicated should be expected.
Next, sense of community items were assessed for missing data in EQS to
determine if missing data could be imputed. Only the 24 sense of community items were
assessed for imputation because they come from an established index or scale and other
items in the study were not used as factors or dimensions. Data were visually examined
to identify cases with excessive (i.e., > 50%) missing data for sense of community items.
Eight cases were identified as missing excessive data for this section. The other missing
data appeared to be very few missing items of the 25 total for the section and did not
reveal any missing data patterns that would suggest they could not be imputed.
Data for the section was imputed using the expectation-maximization (EM)
method in EQS. The EM method includes two steps where:
In the E (estimation) step, missing observations are imputed by predicted
scores in a series of regressions where each missing variable is regressed
on the remaining variables for a particular case. In the M (maximization)
step, the whole imputed data set is submitted for maximum likelihood
estimation. These two steps are repeated until a stable solution is reached
across the M steps. (Kline, 2005, p. 55)
The ID and row number for the eight cases with excessive missing data were written
down to manually delete from the data file used for analyzing the research questions for
the second research objective.
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Only the 24 sense of community index items were used to conduct the EM
imputation. The item asking how important it is to have a sense of community did not
have any missing data. It was not used to impute because it had different response
options. Twenty-five of 153 cases had missing data that were imputed. At most three
items were imputed per respondent and considered to not represent any patterns of
missing data. Prior to examining the fourth and final null hypothesis a confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was required, which is described with the related null hypothesis
and analyses.
Hypothesis Testing
This section tests the null hypotheses stated in the first chapter. The null
hypotheses are restated and then a description of how each was tested and results is
provided. Hypothesis testing begins with the models that examined what constructs of
visiting a community prior to moving there contributed to the decision to move.
Hypothesis Testing for Constructs of Visiting Contributing to the Decision to Move
The following analyses examined what constructs or aspects (e.g., number of
visits, purpose of trip, type of trip) of visiting a community contributed to the decision to
move there. The first null hypothesis stated:
NH1: The number of visits in the five years prior to moving did not
contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to
move to their current community.
A regression model was used to test this hypothesis. The model was not significant, F (1,
124) = 2.55, p = .11 (Table 5.22). Results led to failure to reject the null hypothesis that
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stated the number of visits in the five years prior to moving did not contribute to North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community.
The number of visits in the five years prior to relocating did not contribute to the decision
to move to one’s current community.
Table 5.22
Decision to Move Predicted by Number of Visits
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

Df

Mean Square

2.287

1

2.287

Residual

111.182

124

.897

Total

113.468

125

F
2.550

Sig.
.113a

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q2#5 About how many times did you visit where you
currently live during the 5 years prior to moving there
b. Dependent Variable: Q2#9 Please indicate how influential your prior visits to
where you currently live were in your decision to move there

The second null hypothesis stated:
NH2: The season of the trip did contribute to North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community.
A regression was conducted that included the four seasons to determine if the
time of the year contribute to the decision to move to a community in which respondents
previously visited. The model that included seasons of the year was not significant, F (4,
104) = 1.75, p = .14 (Table 5.23). However, it is interesting to note that visiting during
the winter (December, January, February) was significant (B = .13, t = 2.06, p = .04).
Although the winter was a significant predictor, the overall model was not significant.
Results led to failure to reject the null hypothesis that stated the season of the trip did
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contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their
current community. Visiting during the four seasons did not contribute to the decision to
move to one’s current community.
Table 5.23
Decision to Move Predicted by Visits During Seasons
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

6.192

4

1.548

Residual

91.844

104

.883

Total

98.037

108

F
1.753

Sig.
.144a

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q2#8#d Please indicate how often you visited where
you currently live during....Fall (September, October, November), Q2#8#b Please
indicate how often you visited where you currently live during....Spring (March,
April, May), Q2#8#a Please indicate how often you visited where you currently
live during....Winter (December, January, February), Q2#8#c Please indicate how
often you visited where you currently live during....Summer (June, July, August)
b. Dependent Variable: Q2#9 Please indicate how influential your prior visits to
where you currently live were in your decision to move there

The third null hypothesis stated:
NH3: The purpose of the trip did not contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina
in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community.
A regression analysis was conducted that included the six trip purposes (e.g., leisure,
business, and visit friends) as predictors of the decision to move to the community. The
model was significant, F (6, 103) = 3.04, p = .009 (Table 5.24). The full model explained
15.10% of the variance in the decision to move to the community. The null hypothesis
that stated the purpose of the trip did not contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina
in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community was rejected. Next, the
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individual effects were examined to determine which trip purpose(s) contributed to the
decision to move to the community.
Table 5.24
Decision to Move Predicted by Purpose of Trips
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

df

Mean Square

Regression

13.586

6

2.264

Residual

76.605

103

.744

Total

90.191

109

F
3.044

Sig.
.009a

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q2#6#h Please indicate how often you visited where
you currently live: Special event (sport, festival, etc), Q2#6#c Please indicate how
often you visited where you currently live: Convention/group meeting, Q2#6#f
Please indicate how often you visited where you currently live: Visit friends,
Q2#6#a Please indicate how often you visited where you currently live: Leisure,
Q2#6#b Please indicate how often you visited where you currently live: Business,
Q2#6#g Please indicate how often you visited where you currently live: Visit
family
b. Dependent Variable: Q2#9 Please indicate how influential your prior visits to
where you currently live were in your decision to move there

The trip purposes of business (B = -.10, t = -1.55, p = .12), convention/group
meeting (B = .03, t = 0.21, p = .83), visit friends (B = -.14, t = -1.86, p = .07), visit family
(B = -.06, t = -1.07, p = .29), and special event (B = .19, t = 1.46, p = .15) were not
significant. The only significant individual effect of purpose of trips on influencing the
decision to move to the community was leisure (B = .14, t = 2.92, p = .004). Leisure trips
explained 7.02% of unique variance in the decision to move to the community. With
each unit increase in the frequency of visiting for leisure the influence of visiting in
deciding to move to the community increased by .14 units. It was concluded that trips for
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leisure purposes positively contributed to the decision to move to one’s current
community.
The fourth null hypothesis stated:
NH4: The type of trip did not contribute to North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their current community.
A regression analysis was conducted that included three type of trip items as
predictors of the decision to move to the community. The model was significant, F (3,
112) = 4.11, p = .008 (Table 5.25). The type of trip full model explained 9.90% of the
decision to move to the community. The null hypothesis that stated the type of trip did
not contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to
their current community was rejected. The types of trips variables were next examined to
see which were significant.
Table 5.25
Influence of Visiting in Deciding to Move Predicted by Type of Trips
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

df

Mean Square

Regression

10.093

3

3.364

Residual

91.665

112

.818

101.759

115

Total

F
4.111

Sig.
.008a

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q2#6#n Please indicate how often you visited where
you currently live: Stay for an entire season (such as the spring), Q2#6#e Please
indicate how often you visited where you currently live: General vacation (about
a week or longer), Q2#6#d Please indicate how often you visited where you
currently live: Weekend getaway
b. Dependent Variable: Q2#9 Please indicate how influential your prior visits to
where you currently live were in your decision to move there
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Two of the items measuring the type of trip were significant predictors of the self
assessment of visiting in deciding to move to the community. The two significant
predictors were a general vacation (B = .14, t = 2.65, p = .009) and staying for an entire
season (B = -.38, t = -2.78, p = .006). General vacations explained 5.66% of unique
variance and staying for the season 6.20% of the decision to move to the community.
General vacations resulted in an increase of .14 units while staying for an entire season a
decrease of .38 in the decision to move.
The fifth null hypothesis stated:
NH5: Staying at a vacation residence did not contribute to North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants; decision to move to their current
community.
A regression analysis was conducted to examine if where people stay influences
their decision to move to the community. The model was not significant, F (3, 115) =
0.98, p = .43 (Table 5.26). As a result, the null hypothesis that stated staying at a
vacation residence did not contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants;
decision to move to their current community was not rejected. No further analyses were
conducted on this model. It was concluded that staying at vacation type residences (e.g.,
vacation home) did not contribute to the decision to move to one’s current community.
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Table 5.26
Decision to Move Predicted by Vacation Type Residences
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

4.500

5

.900

Residual

105.500

115

.917

Total

110.000

120

F
.981

Sig.
.432a

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q2#6#m Please indicate how often you visited where
you currently live: Stay at a timeshare property you owned, Q2#6#l Please
indicate how often you visited where you currently live: Rent a vacation home,
Q2#6#k Please indicate how often you visited where you currently live: Stay in a
vacation home owned by family, Q2#6#i Please indicate how often you visited
where you currently live: Stay in a vacation home you owned, Q2#6#j Please
indicate how often you visited where you currently live: Stay in a vacation home
owned by friends
b. Dependent Variable: Q2#9 Please indicate how influential your prior visits to
where you currently live were in your decision to move there

The sixth null hypothesis stated:
NH6: Visiting the community for relocation related trips did not contribute
to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to
their current community.
A regression analysis was conducted to determine if traveling to a community for
relocation related trips contributed to the decision to move there. The model was
significant, F (6, 107) = 4.81, p < .001 (Table 5.27) and explained 21.2% of the variance
of the self assessment of visiting in deciding to move to a community. The null
hypothesis that stated visiting the community for relocation related trips did not
contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to move to their
current community was rejected. Individual reasons were examined for significance.
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Table 5.27
Decision to Move Predicted by Relocation Related Trips
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

df

Mean Square

Regression

22.261

6

3.710

Residual

82.520

107

.771

104.781

113

Total

F
4.811

Sig.
.000a

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q2#7#h Please indicate how often you visited where
you currently live to look for...a community to move where you would be closer
to family, Q2#7#b Please indicate how often you visited where you currently live
to look for...a place to live/work, Q2#7#c Please indicate how often you visited
where you currently live to look for...a community to acquire a vacation home,
Q2#7#g Please indicate how often you visited where you currently live to look
for...a community to move where you would be closer to friends, Q2#7#f Please
indicate how often you visited where you currently live to look for...a community
for retirement, Q2#7#a Please indicate how often you visited where you currently
live to look for...a community to permanently relocate
b. Dependent Variable: Q2#9 Please indicate how influential your prior visits to
where you currently live were in your decision to move there

Relocation related trips to look for a place to live/work (B = -.03, t = -0.42, p =
.67), acquire a vacation home (B = .05, t = 0.48, p = .63), a community for retirement (B
= .09, t = 1.74, p = .08), be closer to friends (B = .01, t = 0.08, p = .93), and closer to
family (B = -.05, t = -0.78, p = .44) were not significant. Only visiting to look for a
community to permanently relocate contributed to the decision to move to the community
(B = .22, t = 2.97, p = .004). Visiting to find a community to permanently relocate
explained 6.00% of unique variance in the decision to move there. Each unit increase in
visiting to find a community to permanently relocate resulted in an increase of .22 in the
decision to move there. In conclusion, relocation related trips prior to moving
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contributed to the decision to move one’s current community. However, only the
variable that measured to look for a community to permanently relocate was significant.
The seventh null hypothesis stated:
NH7: Visiting the community for business opportunity trips did not
contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’ decision to
move to their current community.
The final regression model included two business opportunity trips (i.e., relocate
an existing business and start a business) for visiting a community as predictor variables.
The model was not significant, F (2, 120) = 0.97, p = .38 (Table 5.28). Result led to
failure to reject the null hypothesis that stated visiting the community for business
opportunity trips did not contribute to North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants’
decision to move to their current community. No additional analyses were conducted. In
conclusion, visiting one’s current community prior to relocating to look for a place to
relocate or start a business did not contribute to the decision to move there.
Table 5.28
Decision to Move Predicted by Business Opportunity Trips
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

1.784

2

.892

Residual

110.476

120

.921

Total

112.260

122

F
.969

Sig.
.382a

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q2#7#e Please indicate how often you visited where
you currently live to look for...a community to start a business, Q2#7#d Please
indicate how often you visited where you currently live to look for...a community
to relocate an existing business
b. Dependent Variable: Q2#9 Please indicate how influential your prior visits to
where you currently live were in your decision to move there
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Null hypotheses one through seven tested the relationships between constructs
(e.g., number of trips, season of trips, and purpose of trips) and the decision to move to
one’s current community. In conclusion, leisure trips, general vacations, and looking for
a community to permanently relocate positively contributed to the decision to move to
one’s current community. Staying for an entire season negatively contributed to the
decision to move to the community.
Hypothesis Testing for Community Participation
The first null hypothesis for this study was:
NH8: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating and
community participation of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
The specific null hypotheses tested were:
NH8a: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and level of community participation of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
NH8b: The relationship between visiting one’s community prior to
relocating and level of community participation is not moderated by length
of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH8c: There is no relationship between visiting one’s community prior to
relocating and types of community participation of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
First, a multiple regression analysis was conducted with level of community activity as
the outcome variable. Predictor variables included the number of times visited and self
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assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community, as well as length of
residence (Table 5.29). The overall model was significant, F (3, 113) = 7.219, p < .001,
and explained 16.10% (R2 = 0.161) of the variance in level of community activity.
Table 5.29
Level of Community Activity Predicted by Visits Items and Length of Residence
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

27.765

3

9.255

Residual

144.867

113

1.282

Total

172.632

116

F
7.219

Sig.
.000a

a. Predictors: (Constant), C_Months, C_Influence, C_visits
b. Dependent Variable: Q3#1 In general, how would you describe your level of
activity in your current community's activities?
The number of visits prior to relocating was not significant (B = -.16, t = -1.11, p
= .27), but the self assessment of the decision to move to the community was significant
(B = .40, t = 3.54, p = .001). Each unit increase in the decision to move to the community
resulted in a .40 increase in level of community participation. Length of residence was
also significant (B = .01, t = 3.15, p = .002). Each unit increase in length of residence
resulted in .01 unit change in level of community activity. The self assessment of the
decision to move to the community explained 9.30% of unique variance in level of
community participation while length of residence accounted for 7.40%. To determine if
the relationship between visiting a community prior to moving there and level of
community participation is moderated by length of residence an interaction term (self
assessment of the decision to move times length of residence) was added to the model.
The interaction term was not significant (B = .00, t = 0.69, p = .49).
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The hypothesis that stated there is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and level of community participation of North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants was rejected. Results led to failure to reject the null hypothesis that
stated the relationship between visiting one’s community prior to relocating and level of
community participation is not moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants. In conclusion, visiting a community prior to relocating was
related to the level of community participation, but the relationship was not moderated by
length of residence.
A series of nine logistic regressions were conducted to further examine the
relationship between visiting a community prior to moving there and specific types of
participation. The predictors for the logistic regressions were the number of times visited
and self assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community, as well as length
of residence. A chi-square table was used to determine the critical value for χ2 (df = 3) =
7.81 for α = .05 and χ2 (df = 3) = 11.34 for α = .01 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Two
models were significant at the .05 and four at the .01 significance levels (Table 5.30).
Table 5.30
Community Participation Items Predicted by Visits Items and Length of Residence
Chi-square
Attended a local community event (such as a school concert,
3.53
community parade, or craft fair
Contacted a public official about some issue or problem affecting your
14.80**
community
Worked with other local residents to try and deal with some community
11.16*
issue or problem
Attended a public meeting in the community (like a school board
13.24**
meeting or federal lands planning meeting)
Served as an officer in a community organization
15.32**
Voted in a local election
15.15**
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Table 5.30 (continued)
Community Participation Items Predicted by Visits Items and Length of Residence
Served on a local government commission, committee or board
8.81*
Served on a voluntary community service organization (such as a
6.88
volunteer fire department, emergency medical technician or
EMT
Volunteered for a youth organization
4.91
*significant at .05
**significant at .01
For the six significant models the effect size (R^2L) was calculated. The effect
size was calculated by dividing the chi-square by the Initial -2 Log Likelihood. The
percentage of variance explained ranged from almost seven percent to 12.41% (Table
5.31).
Table 5.31
Effect Size for Significant Community Participation Items Predicted by Visits Items and
Length of Residence
R^2L
Contacted a public official about some issue or problem affecting your
9.45%
community
Worked with other local residents to try and deal with some community
6.99%
issue or problem
Attended a public meeting in the community (like a school board
8.72%
meeting or federal lands planning meeting)
Served as an officer in a community organization
12.41%
Voted in a local election
10.66%
Served on a local government commission, committee or board
11.42%

The six significant models were further examined to identify which of the
individual effects were significant. Each predictor was removed from the model one at a
time. The resulting chi-square was subtracted from that of the full model to test the
significance of the removed variable. A χ2 (df = 1) = 3.84 for α = .05 and χ2 (df = 1) =
6.63 for α = .01 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) indicated significance for the predictor
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removed from the model. Length of residence was a significant predictor of four of the
community participation items, while number of visits and influence of visits in deciding
to move to one’s current community were each significant in one of the items measuring
specific types of community participation (Table 5.32). Each of the items had one
significant predictor, except served on as an officer in a community organization, which
included influence of visiting in decision to move to the community and length of
residence. However, the results for this outcome should be interpreted with caution as
only about 10% of respondents actually indicated they participated in this activity. In
addition, serving on a local government commission, committee, or board was significant
as an overall model. However, none of the three predictors were significant.
Table 5.32
Individual Effects for Community Participation Items Predicted by Visits Items and
Length of Residence
Chi-square
Number Decision Length of
of Visits
to Move Residence
Contacted a public official about some issue or
3.01
0.51
5.94*
problem affecting your community
Worked with other local residents to try and deal
-0.20
0.83
6.91**
with some community issue or problem
Attended a public meeting in the community (like a
5.92*
3.26
3.00
school board meeting or federal lands
planning meeting)
Served as an officer in a community organization
-0.12
5.32*
10.08**
Voted in a local election
3.81
2.39
9.68**
Served on a local government commission,
1.42
0.49
2.64
committee or board
*significant at .05
**significant at .01
For significant individual effects the unique portion of variance explained was
calculated. The unique variance explained ranged from 3.90% for number of visits
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predicting attending a public meeting to length of residence explaining 8.17% of serving
as an officer in a community organization (Table 5.33).
Table 5.33
Unique Variance for Community Participation Items Predicted by Visits Items and
Length of Residence
sr^2L
Number Decision Length of
of Visits
to Move Residence
Contacted a public official about some issue or
--3.79%
problem affecting your community
Worked with other local residents to try and deal
--4.33%
with some community issue or problem
3.90%
Attended a public meeting in the community (like a
--school board meeting or federal lands
planning meeting)
Served as an officer in a community organization
-4.31%
8.17%
Voted in a local election
--6.81%
Served on a local government commission,
---committee or board

The odds and probabilities were calculated for low, average, and high levels of
the significant individual predictors. For each community participation variable the odds
(Table 5.34) and probabilities (Table 5.35) increased from low to average to high levels
of the respective significant predictor(s).
Table 5.34
Odds for Community Participation Items Predicted by Visits Items and Length of
Residence
Odds
Number
Decision Length of
of Visits
to Move
Residence
Contacted a public official about some issue or
--problem affecting your community
Low
0.31
Average
0.58
High
1.10
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Table 5.34 (continued)
Odds for Community Participation Items Predicted by Visits Items and Length of
Residence
Worked with other local residents to try and deal
--with some community issue or problem
Low
Average
High
Attended a public meeting in the community (like a
-school board meeting or federal lands
planning meeting)
Low
0.23
Average
0.45
High
0.88
Served as an officer in a community organization
-Low
Average
High
Voted in a local election
Low
Average
High

--

0.11
0.23
0.45
--

0.42
0.80
1.52
--

0.11
0.23
0.47
0.16
0.43
1.12

Table 5.35
Probabilities for Community Participation Items Predicted by Visits Items and Length of
Residence
Probabilities (%)
Number Decision Length of
of Visits
to move Residence
Contacted a public official about some issue or
--problem affecting your community
Low
23.66
Average
36.71
High
52.38
Worked with other local residents to try and deal
--with some community issue or problem
Low
29.58
Average
44.44
High
60.32
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Table 5.35 (continued)
Probabilities for Community Participation Items Predicted by Visits Items and Length of
Residence
Attended a public meeting in the community (like a
--school board meeting or federal lands
planning meeting)
Low
18.70
Average
31.03
High
46.81
Served as an officer in a community organization
-Low
9.91
9.91
Average
18.70
18.70
High
31.03
31.97
Voted in a local election
--Low
13.79
Average
30.07
High
52.83

The null hypothesis that stated there is no relationship between visiting one’s
community prior to relocating and types of community participation of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants was rejected. Results indicated that the number of visits
before moving to one’s community predicted the likelihood of attending a public meeting
and the self assessment of the decision to move predicted serving as an officer in a
community organization, along with length of residence. However, length of residence
was a better predictor of types of community participation. Length of residence was
significant in four of the nine models for types of participation and generally explained
more variance than the other predictors. The four community participation variables
predicted by length of residence included: 1) Contacted a local public official about some
issue or problem affecting your community, 2) Worked with other local residents to try
and deal with some community issue or problem, 3) Served as an officer in a community
organization, and 4) Voted in a local election.
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Hypothesis Testing for Social Interaction
The next series of research questions included social interaction as the outcome
variable. The null hypotheses stated:
NH9: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating and
social interaction of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH9a: The relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating and
social interaction is not moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
A series of three regressions were conducted to examine the relationship of visiting one’s
community prior to relocating with social interaction with friends, relatives, and
neighbors.
The first specific hypotheses examined social interaction with friends. These
hypotheses included:
NH9Friends: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior
to relocating and social interaction with friends of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
NH9aFriends: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and social interaction with friends is not moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
Predictors in each model included the two visits items (i.e., number of visits and self
assessment of decision to move to current community) and length of residence. The first
model included social interaction with friends as the outcome variable. The model was
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significant, F (3, 112) = 7.34, p < .001 (Table 5.36). The model explained 16.40% of the
variance in social interaction with friends.
Table 5.36
Social Interaction with Friends Predicted by the Visits Items and Length of Residence
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

57.631

3

19.210

Residual

293.231

112

2.618

Total

350.862

115

F
7.337

Sig.
.000a

a. Predictors: (Constant), C_Months, C_Influence, C_visits
b. Dependent Variable: Q3#7#a Please indicate how often you interact socially
with...Friends
The number of visits prior to relocating was not significant (B = .09, t = -0.26, p =
.80), the self assessment of the decision to move to the community was significant (B =
.68, t = 4.17, p < .001). Each unit increase in the decision to move to the community
resulted in an increase of .68 in social interaction with friends. The individual effect for
length of residence was also significant (B = .01, t = 2.06, p = .042) and resulted in an
increase of .01 units in social interaction with friends. The self assessment of the
decision to move to the community accounted for 13.03% of the unique variance and
length of residence 3.17% of social interaction with friends. An interaction term for the
self assessment of the decision to move and length of residence was added to the model.
However, the interaction term was not significant (B = .00, t = -0.10, p = .92).
The null hypothesis that stated there is no relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and social interaction with friends of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants was rejected. Results led to failure to reject the null
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hypothesis that stated the relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating
and social interaction with friends is not moderated by length of residence of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants. In conclusion, social interaction with friends
was predicted by the decision to move to one’s current community and length of
residence. However, length of residence was not a moderator of the relationship with the
decision to move to one’s community.
The next model included social interaction with relatives as the outcome variable.
The specific null hypotheses for this model included:
NH9Relatives: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and social interaction with relatives of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH9aRelatives: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and social interaction with relatives is not moderated by length
of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
The model was not significant, F (3, 109) = 0.61, p = .61 (Table 5.37). The results led to
failure to reject the null hypothesis that stated there is a relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and social interaction with relatives of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants. In conclusion, visiting one’s community prior to relocating
is not related to social interaction with relatives of North Carolina and South Carolina inmigrants. No further analyses were conducted for this model.
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Table 5.37
Social Interaction With Relatives Predicted by Visits Items and Length of Residence
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

8.859

3

2.953

Residual

526.150

109

4.827

Total

535.009

112

F
.612

Sig.
.609a

a. Predictors: (Constant), C_Months, C_Influence, C_visits
b. Dependent Variable: Q3#7#b Please indicate how often you interact socially
with...Relatives
The final model to examine social interaction was with neighbors as the outcome
variable. The specific null hypotheses included:
NH9Neighbors: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and social interaction with neighbors of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH9aNeighbors: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and social interaction with neighbors is not moderated by length
of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
The model was significant, F (3, 112) = 8.80, p < .001 (Table 5.38). The overall model
explained 19.10% of the variance in social interaction with neighbors. Individual
predictors were examined for significance.
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Table 5.38
Social Interaction With Neighbors Predicted by Visits Items and Length of Residence
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

66.072

3

22.024

Residual

280.230

112

2.502

Total

346.302

115

F
8.802

Sig.
.000a

a. Predictors: (Constant), C_Months, C_Influence, C_visits
b. Dependent Variable: Q3#7#c Please indicate how often you interact socially
with...Neighbors
The number of visits (B = -.22, t = -1.09, p = .28) and length of residence (B = .00, t = 0.06, p = .95) were not significant in this model. However, the decision to move
to the community (B = .82, t = 5.11, p < .001) was significant and its unique effect
accounted for 18.92% of the variance in social interaction with neighbors. Each unit
increase in influence of visiting in decision to move to the community resulted in a
change of .82 in social interaction with neighbors. The interaction term for the decision
to move to the community and length of residence (B = -.01, t = -1.87, p = .06) was not
significant at α = .05.
The null hypothesis that stated there is no relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and social interaction with neighbors of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants was rejected. Results led to failure to reject the null
hypothesis that stated the relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating
and social interaction with neighbors is not moderated by length of residence of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants. In conclusion, there is a relationship between
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the decision to move to a community and social interaction with neighbors of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
Social interaction included a null hypothesis that stated there is no relationship
between visiting a community prior to relocating and social interaction of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants. The analyses tested three sub-hypotheses for social
interaction with friends, relatives, and neighbors. The null hypothesis was rejected and it
was concluded that visiting a community prior to relocating and social interaction are
related based on results of two of the outcome variables (i.e., friends and neighbors).
Results led to failure to reject the null hypothesis that stated the relationship between
visiting a community prior to relocating and social interaction is not moderated by length
of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants. In conclusion, the
decision to move to one’s community is related to social interaction with friends and
neighbors, but not moderated by length of residence.
Hypothesis Testing for Sense of Community
Prior to testing the third null hypothesis the sense of community items were
examined with confirmatory factor analysis. Using EQS, the hypothesized model was
created and run based on the items that Chavis, Lee, and Acosta (2008) suggested
represent each sub-index. Recommendations of approximately 0.95 for CFI (Hu &
Bentler, 1999) and 0.05 for RMSEA (Browne & Cudeck, 1993) indicate an adequate
model fit. The hypothesized model resulted in a poor fit: Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chisquare value of 608.78 with 246 degrees of freedom, comparative fit index (CFI) of
0.842, and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) of 0.098. Figure 5.1 is a
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diagram of the hypothesized model and Table 5.39 provides the items hypothesized to
load on each factor.
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Figure 5.1 Hypothesized Model of Sense of Community
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Table 5.39
Factors and Variables for Hypothesized Model of Sense of Community
Variable
Items
Factor 1: Reinforcement of Needs
Q4#2#A
Being a member of this community makes me feel good
Q4#2#H
I get important needs of mine met because I am part of this community
Q4#3#A
Community members and I value the same things
Q4#3#F
This community has been successful in getting needs of its members met
Q4#3#G
When I have a problem, I can talk about it with other members of this
community
Q4#3#K
People in this community have similar needs, priorities, and goals
Factor 2: Membership
Q4#2#B
I put a lot of time and effort into being part of this community
Q4#2#E
I can recognize most of the members of this community
Q4#2#I
I can trust people in this community
Q4#2#L
This community has symbols and expressions of membership such as
clothes, signs, art, architecture, logos, landmarks, and flags that people can
recognize
Q4#3#C
Being a member of this community is a part of my identity
Q4#3#D
Most community members know me
Factor 3: Influence
Q4#2#C
This community has good leaders
Q4#2#F
I have influence over what this community is like
Q4#3#B
I care about what other community members think of me
Q4#3#E
If there is a problem in this community, members can get it solved
Q4#3#H
This community can influence other communities
Q4#3#I
Fitting into this community is important to me
Factor 4: Shared Emotional Connection
Q4#2#D
I expect to be a part of this community for a long time
Q4#2#G
Members of this community care about each other
Q4#2#J
It is very important to me to be a part of this community
Q4#2#K
I feel hopeful about the future of this community
Q4#3#J
I am with other community members a lot and enjoy being with them
Q4#3#L
Members of this community have shared important events together, such as
holidays, celebrations, or disasters

The first step in improving model fit was to add parameters one at a time based on
the Lagrange-Multiplier (LM) test. The LM test indicated which paths would improve
the fit if added as freely estimated (Kline, 2005). Paths were added one at a time because
of changes to other parameters that occur with each modification to the model. The new
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output was used to determine which path would be added next. Based on the LM test, 11
parameters were added one at a time to the model and a noticeable improvement in model
fit (Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-square = 400.09 with df = 235; RMSEA = 0.068; CFI =
0.928) was achieved. Of the eleven added parameters, four were cross loadings
(variables loaded on target and non-target factor), five were error covariances between
variables with different target factors, and two error covariances between variables with
the same target factor (Figure 5.2). The cross loadings and error covariances between
variables with different target factors indicated the variables are multidimensional and
potentially bad items.

160

Q4#2#A

E19

Q4#2#H

E26

Q4#3#A

E31

Q4#3#F

E36

Q4#3#G

E37

Q4#3#K

E41

Q4#2#B

E20

Q4#2#E

E23

Q4#2#I

E27

Q4#2#L

E30

Q4#3#C

E33

Q4#3#D

E34

Q4#2#C

E21

Q4#2#F

E24

Q4#3#B

E32

Q4#3#E

E35

Q4#3#H

E38

Q4#3#I

E39

Q4#2#D

E22

Q4#2#G

E25

Q4#2#J

E28

Q4#2#K

E29

Q4#3#J

E40

Q4#3#L

E42

Reinforcement of Needs

Membership

Influence

Shared Emotional Connection

Figure 5.2 Model of Sense of Community with 11 Parameters Added
Next, the model with the additional 11 freely estimated parameters was examined
for problem variables. Several things were assessed in determining which variable to
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delete. First, the number of times a variable appeared in the LM test, which indicated
that another parameter should be added. In addition, the 11 parameters already added to
the model were considered. The combination of relationships (e.g., covariances and cross
loading on factors) with non-target variables or factors was used as an indicator of a
potential problem variable. Although this process was subjective, numerous issues (e.g.,
cross loadings and error covariances with variables with different target factors) were
rationale for deleting variables. Further support that items were bad was confirmed with
a noticeable improvement in model fit as they were removed.
After each variable was deleted the model was compared to a new hypothesized
model. The new hypothesized model included the original hypothesized model minus
any variables removed during this process. In addition, the new hypothesized models did
not include the 11 parameters added during the first step explained. The new
hypothesized model was compared to the original to see if LM test results changed, as
expected if the removed variable was a problem. This process continued as long as there
was noticeable improvement to the model fit (RMSEA and CFI). Through this process
three variables were deleted and a noticeable improvement of fit indices was achieved
(Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-square = 265.43, df = 176, CFI = 0.952, RMSEA = 0.058).
This model is displayed in Figure 5.3.
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Figure 5.3 Model of Sense of Community with Three Variables Removed
While the fit indices were acceptable, there still appeared to be at least one bad
variable (V29) in the model based on three issues: loaded on the target factor, one cross
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loadings on a non-target factor, and a covariance with a variable on another non-target
factor. These relationships suggested the item is multidimensional. As a result, the
variable was deleted. In addition, any remaining cross loadings and error covariances
were deleted to establish a new baseline model (Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-square =
344.16, df = 164, CFI = 0.897, RMSEA = 0.085) (Figure 5.4).
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Figure 5.4 New Baseline Model of Sense of Community
In order to improve the fit of the new baseline model and retain parsimony the
multivariate LM test was used to identify additional potentially bad items. Bad items
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were identified by counting the number of additional parameters suggested for each
variable. If two or more variables had the same number of additional recommended
parameters in the multivariate LM test, each was examined for how many were
relationships with variables on the same target factor versus variables on non-target
factors and cross loadings. The variable with more non-target factor and cross loading
parameters was chosen to be removed. Furthermore, after the variable was removed the
model fit was assessed to establish if there was noticeable change. If the model fit did
not noticeably improve the relationships of the respective variable with others were likely
not much different than zero and, therefore, the item was not as bad as first believed.
Noticeable change was revealed through the first four variables removed from the
model. With removal of the next variable the CFI improved by only 0.003 and RMSEA
by 0.001. As a result, the variable was put back in the model and the next most
problematic item removed, which resulted in noticeable improvement. A total of five
items were removed in this process to achieve a good fitting model (Satorra-Bentler
Scaled Chi-square = 114.95; df = 84; CFI = 0.972; RMSEA = 0.049), which is presented
visually in Figure 5.5. The factor reliabilities range from .67 to .90 (Table 5.40). The .67
for the membership factor is slightly below the approximate measure of .70 that Kline
(2005) recommended as an ‘adequate’ reliability. The variable name, item wording,
loadings, and factor reliabilities follow the diagram (Table 5.40).

166

Q4#2#A

E19*

Q4#2#H

E26*

Q4#3#A

E31*

Q4#3#G

E37*

Q4#3#K

E41*

Q4#2#B

E20*

Q4#2#I

E27*

Q4#2#L

E30*

Q4#2#C

E21*

Q4#3#E

E35*

Q4#3#H

E38*

Q4#3#I

E39*

Q4#2#D

E22*

Q4#2#G

E25*

Q4#3#L

E42*

Fulfillment of Needs

Membership 1.0

Influence 1.0

Shared Emotional Connection

Figure 5.5 Structural Model of Sense of Community
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Table 5.40
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for Sense of Community
Variable
Item Wording
Factor 1: Reinforcement of Needs (Cronbach’s alpha = .90)
Q4#2#A
Being a member of this community makes me feel good
Q4#2#H
I get important needs of mine met because I am part of this
community
Q4#3#A
Community members and I value the same things
Q4#3#G
When I have a problem, I can talk about it with other members of
this community
Q4#3#K
People in this community have similar needs, priorities, and goals
Factor 2: Membership (Cronbach’s alpha = .67)
Q4#2#B
I put a lot of time and effort into being part of this community
Q4#2#I
I can trust people in this community
Q4#2#L
This community has symbols and expressions of membership such
as clothes, signs, art, architecture, logos, landmarks, and flags that
people can recognize
Factor 3: Influence (Cronbach’s alpha = .81)
Q4#2#C
This community has good leaders
Q4#3#E
If there is a problem in this community, members can get it solved
Q4#3#H
This community can influence other communities
Q4#3#I
Fitting into this community is important to me
Factor 4: Shared Emotional Connection (Cronbach’s alpha = .75)
Q4#2#D
I expect to be a part of this community for a long time
Q4#2#G
Members of this community care about each other
Q4#3#L
Members of this community have shared important events
together, such as holidays, celebrations, or disasters

Loading
.81
.84
.78
.82
.74
.67
.84
.56

.69
.80
.71
.71
.69
.83
.68

Factor scores were computed using EQS. The data were converted back to an
SPSS file to examine the third null hypothesis, which stated:
NH10: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to moving there
and sense of community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH10a: The relationship between visiting a community prior to moving there and
sense of community is not moderated by length of residence of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants.
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Analysis for this null hypothesis required four regressions, one for each of the sense of
community factors. Reinforcement of needs was included as the first outcome variable.
The null hypotheses stated:
NH10Reinforcement of Needs: There is no relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the reinforcement of needs factor of
sense of community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH10aReinforcement of Needs: The relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the reinforcement of needs factor of
sense of community is not moderated by length of residence of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
A regression model was used to examine the relationships. The overall mode was
significant, F (3, 112) = 7.69, p < .001 (Table 5.41) and explained 17.10% of the variance
in reinforcement of needs.
Table 5.41
Reinforcement of Needs Factor of Sense of Community Predicted by Visits Items and
Length of Residence
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

23.353

3

7.784

Residual

113.399

112

1.012

Total

136.752

115

F
7.688

Sig.
.000a

a. Predictors: (Constant), C_Months, C_Influence, C_visits
b. Dependent Variable: Factor1_ReinforcementofNeeds
For individual effects, the number of visits (B = -.13, t = -1.02, p = .31) and length
of residence (B = .01, t = 1.93, p = .06) were not significant. The self assessment of the

169

decision to move to the community (B = .46, t = 4.48, p < .001) was significant and
explained 14.82% of the unique variance. An increase the decision to move to the
community resulted in .46 unit increase in reinforcement of needs. The interaction term
for the decision to move and length of residence (B = .00, t = 1.03, p = .30) was not
significant.
The null hypothesis that stated there is no relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the reinforcement of needs factor of sense of
community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants was rejected. Results led
to failure to reject the null hypothesis that stated the relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the reinforcement of needs factor of sense of
community is not moderate by length of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina
in-migrants. There was a relationship between the decision to move to one’s community
and reinforcement of needs of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
The second model included the membership factor of sense of community and the
null hypotheses stated:
NH10Membership: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and the membership factor of sense of community of
North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH10aMembership: The relationship between visiting a community prior
to relocating and the membership factor of sense of community is not
moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina
in-migrants.
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The results of the model including the membership factor of sense of community
were significant, F (3, 112) = 8.57, p < .001 (Table 5.42). The model explained 18.70%
of the variance in membership.
Table 5.42
Membership Factor of Sense of Community Predicted by Visits Items and Length of
Residence
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

29.246

3

9.749

Residual

127.380

112

1.137

Total

156.625

115

F
8.572

Sig.
.000a

a. Predictors: (Constant), C_Months, C_Influence, C_visits
b. Dependent Variable: Factor2_Membership
The number of visits (B = -.17, t = -1.27, p = .21) was not significant in this
model. The individual effects for the self assessment of the decision to move (B = .51, t
= 4.75, p < .001), which explained 16.32% of unique variance, and length of residence (B
= .01, t = 2.01, p = .047), accounting for 2.92%, were significant. Membership increased
.51 units with a unit change in the self assessment of the decision to move to the
community and .01 units with length of residence. The interaction term between the two
variables was not significant (B = .01, t = 1.14, p = .26).
The null hypothesis that stated there is no relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the membership factor of sense of community of
North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants was rejected. Results led to failure to
reject the null hypothesis that stated the relationship between visiting a community prior
to relocating and the membership factor of sense of community is not moderate by length
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of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants. There is a relationship
between the decision to move to one’s community and the membership factor of sense of
community. Although length of residence was also a significant predictor, it did not
moderate the relationship between the decision to move and the membership factor of
sense of community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
The model with the third sense of community factor was influence and the null
hypotheses included:
NH10Influence: There is no relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and the influence factor of sense of community of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
NH10aInfluence: The relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and the influence factor of sense of community is not
moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina
in-migrants.
The regression model was significant, F (3, 112) = 9.19, p < .001 (Table 5.43). The
model explained 19.80% of the variance the influence factor of sense of community.
Table 5.43
Influence Factor of Sense of Community Predicted by Visits Items and Length of
Residence
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

28.379

3

9.460

Residual

115.254

112

1.029

Total

143.633

115

172

F
9.193

Sig.
.000a

a. Predictors: (Constant), C_Months, C_Influence, C_visits
b. Dependent Variable: Factor3_Influence

The self assessment of the decision to move to the community (B = .47, t = 4.61, p
< .001) and length of residence (B = .01, t = 2.73, p = .007) were significant predictors of
the influence factor, while number of visits (B = -.17, t = -1.31, p = .19) was not. Each
unit increase in the decision to move to the community resulted in .47 units of change in
the influence factor of sense of community. The influence factor of sense of community
increased by .01 units with each unit increase in length of residence. The unique variance
explained by the self assessment of the decision to move to the community was 15.21%
and length of residence accounted for 5.34%. The interaction term between the self
assessment of the decision to move and length of residence was not significant (B = .01, t
= 0.90, p = .37).
The null hypothesis that stated there is no relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the influence factor of sense of community of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants was rejected. Results led to failure to reject the
null hypothesis that stated the relationship between visiting a community prior to
relocating and the influence factor of sense of community is not moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants. In conclusion, the decision
to move to one’s community and length of residents were related to the influence factor
of sense of community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants. However,
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length of residence did not moderate the relationship between the decision to move and
the influence factor.
The final model to examine the relationship between visiting prior to moving to
one’s community and sense of community included the shared emotional connection
factor as the outcome variable. The null hypotheses stated:
NH10Shared Emotional Connection: There is no relationship between
visiting a community prior to relocating and the shared emotional
connection factor of sense of community of North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants.
NH10aShared Emotional Connection: The relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the shared emotional connection factor
of sense of community is not moderated by length of residence of North
Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
The model was significant, F (3, 112) = 11.07, p < .001 (Table 5.44), and accounted for
22.90% of the variance in shared emotional connection.
Table 5.44
Shared Emotional Connection Factor of Sense of Community Predicted by Visits Items
and Length of Residence
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

df

Mean Square

34.946

3

11.649

Residual

117.909

112

1.053

Total

152.854

115

a. Predictors: (Constant), C_Months, C_Influence, C_visits
b. Dependent Variable: Factor4_SharedEmotionalConnection
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F
11.065

Sig.
.000a

The number of visits prior to moving (B = -.06, t = -0.43, p = .67) and length of
residence (B = .00, t = 1.19, p = .24) were not significant. Only the self assessment of the
decision to move to one’s current community (B = .58, t = 5.64, p < .001) was a
significant predictor of shared emotional connection and accounted for 21.90% of unique
variance. A unit change in the decision to move to one’s current community resulted in
an increase of .58 units in shared emotional connection. The interaction term of the
decision to move and length of residence (B = .01, t = 1.23, p = .22) was not significant.
The null hypothesis that stated there is no relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the shared emotional connection factor of sense of
community of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants was rejected. Results led
to failure to reject the null hypothesis that stated the relationship between visiting a
community prior to relocating and the shared emotional connection factor of sense of
community is not moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina
in-migrants. In conclusion, there is a relationship between the decision to move to one’s
current community and shared emotional connection and the relationship is not
moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
The previous analyses examined the relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and the four factors of sense of community. The null hypothesis that
examined sense of community as a whole stated there is no relationship between visiting
a community prior to relocating and sense of community of North Carolina and South
Carolina in-migrants. This hypothesis was rejected. For each factor of sense of
community the decision to move to the community was related to each factor (i.e.,
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reinforcement of needs, membership, influence, and shared emotional connection). In
addition, length of residence was a significant predictor of the membership and influence
factors of sense of community. The results led to failure to reject the subsequent null
hypothesis that stated the relationship between visiting a community prior to relocating
and sense of community was moderated by length of residence of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants. None of the interaction terms for the four models were
significant, suggesting length of residence does not moderate the relationship between
visiting one’s community prior to moving there and sense of community.
Hypothesis Testing for Overall Community Satisfaction
The fourth null hypothesis stated:
NH11: There is no relationship between visiting a community prior to
moving there and overall community satisfaction of North Carolina and
South Carolina in-migrants.
NH11a: The relationship between visiting a community prior to moving
there and overall community satisfaction is not moderated by length of
residence of North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants.
A regression model was used to test these hypotheses. The model was significant, F (3,
109) = 4.02, p = .009 (Table 5.45) and explained 10.00% of the variance in overall
community satisfaction.
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Table 5.45
Overall Community Satisfaction Predicted by the Visits Items and Length of Residence
ANOVAb
Sum of
Squares

Model
1

Regression

Df

Mean Square

9.655

3

3.218

Residual

87.354

109

.801

Total

97.009

112

F
4.016

Sig.
.009a

a. Predictors: (Constant), C_Months, C_Influence, C_visits
b. Dependent Variable: Q6#4 Overall, how satisfied are you with your current
community
The number of visits prior to moving to the community (B = -.04, t = -0.37, p =
.71) and length of residence (B = .00, t = 0.34, p = .74) were not significant predictors of
overall community satisfaction. The self assessment of the decision to move to the
community was significant (B = .34, t = 3.46, p = .001) and explained 9.92% of the
unique variance in community satisfaction. With a unit increase in the decision to move
to one’s community overall community satisfaction increased .34 units. The interaction
term for the self assessment of the decision to move to the community and length of
residence was added to the model. The interaction term was not significant (B = .01, t =
1.40, p = .17).
The null hypothesis that stated there is no relationship between visiting a
community prior to moving there and overall community satisfaction of North Carolina
and South Carolina in-migrants was rejected. Results led to failure to reject the null
hypothesis that stated the relationship between visiting a community prior to moving
there and overall community satisfaction is not moderated by length of residence of
North Carolina and South Carolina in-migrants. It was concluded that the decision to
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move to the community and length of residence are related to overall community
satisfaction. However, length of residence did not moderate the relationship between the
decision to move and overall community satisfaction.
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSION
The final chapter of this study begins with a summary of study findings followed
by discussion. Next, this chapter provides theoretical, policy, and practical implications
of the study. The final two sections of the study are limitations and future research.
Summary of Study Findings
The purpose of this exploratory study was twofold. First, the purpose of the study
was to examine what trip characteristics contributed to the decision to move to a
community in which respondents had previously been visitors. Trip characteristics in this
study included the number of visits in the five years preceding the move, visiting during
the four travel seasons (i.e., winter, spring, summer, fall), the purpose of trip (e.g.,
leisure, business, visit friends, visit relatives), the type of trip (e.g., weekend getaway,
vacation, stay for an entire season), as well as relocation related trips (e.g., look for a
community to permanently relocate) and business opportunity trips (e.g., look for a
community to start a business) contributed to the decision to move to one’s current
community. The decision to move to one’s current community was a self assessment of
respondents’ decision to move to the community that asked how influential their visits
were in the decision to move there.
Second, the purpose of this study was to examine the number of times visited and
self assessment of the decision to move to one’s current community on in-migrants’
community participation, social interaction, sense of community, and overall community
satisfaction. The study also examined length of residence as a potential moderator of
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significant relationships. The inclusion of length of residence was to determine if inmigrants’ community participation, social interaction, sense of community, and overall
community satisfaction varied at different levels of length of residence (e.g., short-term
vs. long-term).
Purpose One Summary
The first series of research questions, RQ1 thru RQ7, examined what aspects
visiting influenced the decision to move to one’s current community. The analysis to
answer research question one indicated that the number of times visiting the community
did not influence the decision to move there. In addition, the overall model for the
frequency of visiting during the four seasons (RQ2) did not predict the influence of
visiting in deciding to move. However, although the overall model did not predict,
visiting during the winter did influence the decision to move to one’s current community.
The next two research questions examined the purpose of the trip (RQ3) and type
of trip (RQ4). The frequency of the purpose of trip model did predict the decision to
move, with leisure trips being the individual significant predictor. The type of trips
included three items that can be considered as temporal or signify level of exposure to the
community. These items were weekend getaway, general vacation, and stay for a season.
The model was significant, with both general vacation and stay for a season significantly
predicting the decision to move. General vacations had a positive relationship, while
staying for a season was negative. This finding needs to be taken with caution as very
few people indicated something other than “Never” for stayed for an entire season.
However, it is an interesting observation when compared to other studies that suggest a
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high percentage (76.9%) of seasonal visitors only considered Cape Cod as a retirement
community (Cuba, 1991) and McHugh’s (1991) finding that a lesser amount of American
RV seasonal visitors to Phoenix, Arizona (37.2%) were slightly or very likely to
permanently move there. Although the finding in this study needs to be taken with
caution, it does suggest that there are inconsistent findings about the self assessment of
seasonal migration on the decision or likelihood of permanently moving to the
destination.
The type of accommodations used in previous trips (e.g., friends, family, or
personal vacation home) self assessment of the decision to move was not significant.
However, once again very few respondents answered something other than Never to
these items.
The final two research questions related to the first study purpose examined
visiting a community for relocation related trips and business opportunity trips. The
model including the relocation related trips was significant. However, the only
significant predictor was the frequency of visiting to look for a community to
permanently relocate. This finding suggested that this reason for visiting further
confirmed or enhanced the self assessment of deciding to move to the community.
Neither of the two business opportunity trips for visiting were significant predictors of
the self assessment of the decision to move.
Purpose Two Summary
The eighth research question asked if there is a relationship between visiting a
community prior to moving there and community participation. Results revealed that the
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decision to move to the community predicted the level of community participation.
However, the strongest predictor of the specific types of community participation was
length of residence. The result of the stronger predictor of participation in specific
community organizations and events coincides with Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) who
suggested length of residence is an important predictor of community participation.
The ninth research question asked if there is a relationship between visiting
community prior to moving there and social interaction with friends, relatives, and
neighbors. The self assessment of the decision to move and length of residence predicted
level of social interaction with friends. Both relationships were positive, but self
assessment of the decision to move there was a stronger predictor. In addition, length of
residence did not moderate the relationship between the decision to move and social
interaction with friends. Furthermore, although significant, length of residence explained
a small amount of variance in social interaction with friends. The self assessment of the
decision to move to the community was also a significant predictor of social interaction
with neighbors. In summary, the decision to move to a community did indicate inmigrants would become socially interactive with friends and neighbors, but not relatives.
The tenth research question asked if there is a relationship between visiting a
community prior to moving there and four dimensions (i.e., reinforcement of needs,
membership, influence, and shared emotional connection) of the Sense of Community
Index-2 proposed by Chavis, Lee, and Acosta (2008). Although the hypothesized sense
of community model did not fit the data, a series of confirmatory factor analysis steps did
achieve an acceptable fit once multidimensional variables were removed. All four
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dimensions of sense of community were predicted by the self assessment of the decision
to move there. Two dimensions, membership and influence, were also predicted by
length of residence. However, length of residence accounted for much less variance
explained of each dimension than the self assessment of the decision to move to the
community. The findings for this research question suggest quality of the experience of
visiting prior to moving to the community provided a sense of community, but time as a
resident helped add to the membership and influence dimensions.
The eleventh research question asked if there is a relationship between visiting a
community prior to moving there and overall community satisfaction. The self
assessment of the decision to move to the community was related to overall satisfaction.
This adds to the finding of Bowen & Schouten (2008) who suggest satisfaction with the
tourist experience can contribute to the decision to migrate. Although this study did not
ask how satisfied in-migrants were with their visitation experience prior to moving, it did
reveal that experiences such as leisure trips and general vacations were positively related
to the self assessment of the decision to move there, which was positively related to
overall community satisfaction.
The answers to the final four research questions helped address Cuba’s (1989)
question related to the transition of tourists to residents and how they might come to feel
at home after moving to what was formerly their tourism destination. In summary, this
study revealed that visiting a community before moving there is related to what happens
to people once they move there. However, in this study it was not the quantity of
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visiting, but the quality of the experience measured by how influential visiting was in
deciding to move to the community.
Discussion
This study identified aspects of visiting a destination that contributed to the
decision to move the community. Leisure trips were found to be the only significant trip
purpose that contributed to the decision to move to a destination. Leisure trips are less
structured than business and convention/group meeting trips. As a result, tourists on a
leisure trip are able to adjust their plans while on their trip and experience the destination
at their own pace, which may provide visitors with a better understanding of what life
would be like if they moved to the community.
General vacations also positively contributed to the decision to move to one’s
current community. General vacations provide an opportunity to adjust activities and
experiences while visiting compared to weekend getaways, which provide more limited
exposure to the community. If weekend getaway visitors can be converted to general
vacationers they likely will become more familiar with the community and increase the
likelihood of communities turning them into residents. The other type of trip, staying for
a season, had a significant but negative relationship with the decision to move to one’s
current community. Staying for an entire season may provide such visitors with
awareness that they can retain their permanent home, but have a destination in which to
escape the routine of daily life. However, communities may be able to recruit seasonal
visitors, who do not already own, to purchase vacation homes or timeshares and develop
this segment of the local tourism industry. As expected, looking for a community to
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permanently relocate was also positively related to the decision to move there, which
suggests these trips further confirm the decision to move to one’s current community and
how they will integrate into the community.
Results of this study also established a relationship between visiting a community
prior to relocating and behaviors and attitudes after their move. The experience as a
visitor established that the destination is a community in which they would become
active, but specific types of activities to participate in take time for in-migrants to
identify.
The visitation experience also suggested in-migrants would interact socially with
friends and neighbors in their new community. This finding supports the finding of
Filkins, Allen, and Cordes (2000) that individuals are satisfied in communities that are
“friendly, trusting, and supportive” (p. 85).
The visitor experience helped initiate a sense of one’s future community. While
all four factors (i.e., reinforcement of needs, membership, influence, and shared
emotional connection) were predicted by the self assessment of the decision to move,
membership and influence were also affected over time. Overall community satisfaction
may begin with a quality experience as a visitor and expose tourists to a community in
which they may be more satisfied than in their current community.
The behaviors and attitudes of in-migrants predicted by the experience of visiting
supported the idea that although the tourism experience is likely not that of being a
resident, it does appear to expose visitors to some elements and influence the decision to
move there (Haug, Dann, & Mehmetoglu, 2007). As a result, tourism can be used as a
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tool to expose visitors to the community and recruit tourists to become residents.
However, efforts need to be made by communities to integrate newcomer residents rather
than waiting for the effect of length of residence to further expose and get them involved
in specific community activities that would help develop their participation and attitudes
toward the community.
Theoretical Implications
Previous research has suggested that length of residence is an important predictor
of variables such as behavior and attitudes in one’s community (Kasarda & Janowitz,
1974; Theodori, 2004b). However, in this study the most powerful predictor of residents’
behavior and attitudes about their community after they moved there was the quality of
the experience measured by how influential their visits were in deciding to move there.
Length of residence was a significant predictor in a few models in this study, but did not
moderate any of the relationships between the qualitative aspect of visiting and the
respective outcome variables. When significant, length of residence was the weaker
explanatory variable, except when predicting specific types of community participation.
The results in general suggest that visiting a community contributes to post migration
behaviors, satisfaction, and attitudes about one’s community.
Cuba (1989, 1991) and McHugh (1990) suggested tourists’ experiences as visitors
could influence their decision to move to a community. Cuba (1991) determined that
high percentages of regular and seasonal visitors only considered retiring to Cape Cod.
This study identified it was the frequency of the regular vacations and leisure trips that
influenced the decision to move. However, this study was contradictory to McHugh’s
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(1990) finding that over one-third of American seasonal visitors to Phoenix, Arizona
were slightly or very likely to move there in the future. Although respondents in this
study did move to the community they previously visited seasonally, the relationship with
the influence of visiting seasonally in the decision to move was negative.
Haug, Dann, and Mehmetoglu (2007) suggested that tourists are given an
opportunity to compare how a destination may fill voids in everyday life that exist in
their current community. This study found that the self assessment of visiting one’s
community prior to moving there was significantly related to post-migration behaviors
and attitudes. This finding supports the idea of Haug, Dann, and Mehmetoglu (2007) that
tourists are able to compare their current community to a travel destination and identify
how life might change should they move there.
Policy Implications
This study has policy implications for communities where a tourism industry
might contribute to population growth. As suggested by Ulbrich (2007), rapid growth in
residential areas is typically driven by families with higher incomes that results in
increased local property values and taxes. The unintended consequence of this migration
pattern is the potential for long term residents to relocate. Also, the increased demand on
public services can create a challenge for local governments because the increase in tax
revenue is typically not sufficient to cover the cost of building and maintaining the
additional infrastructure (Ulbrich & London, 2008). However, communities experiencing
or promoting in migration can consider a number of tools to help address growth issues.
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Ulbrich and London (2008) suggested possible policies and tools that could help
communities deal with residential growth. First, ordinances for land development can be
adopted by local governments for converting undeveloped land into subdivisions. The
authors indicated that these ordinances should include provisions for not only design and
layout, but additional services (e.g., water, sewer) that are inherent with growth. Another
tool is zoning, where communities can guide any development to where sufficient
services and infrastructure already exist. The authors suggested zoning also helps with
the potential increase in property values, which can reduce the potential of longer term
residents leaving. In terms of future growth, communities can implement an annexation
policy. An annexation policy provides communities with a plan for any future growth by
identifying areas for annexation and taking into consideration any additional burdens that
might be placed on residents for the additional services that would be required with
growth.
Ulbrich (2007) provided some possible solutions to pay for the added services that
are inherent with residential growth. The author suggested a revision to property tax
assessments could tax those with higher costs for services, arguing that the present
system in South Carolina taxes residents within municipal borders extra to subsidize
services for residents who live outside the boundaries, in more rural areas. This
encourages relocation to the areas outside a community’s boundaries. Another tool
Ulbrich (2007) indicated could be used is a “voluntary” agreement for development.
These agreements require the people who create the demand for additional services to
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either develop the extra infrastructure or a commitment that it would be provided by the
developers, such as is done in Florida, according to a focus group participant.
Results of this study indicated that as tourists, the eventual in-migrants began
developing a sense of the community, social interaction, and what life would be like once
they relocated to their current community, eventually resulting in their relocation to the
community. Therefore, it would appear their priorities for the community and
preferences for development direction might not differ greatly than those who were
already residents, as opposed to previous research which has suggested different resident
groups (e.g., newcomers vs. oldtimers, permanent vs. seasonal) possess different values,
resulting in “culture clash” (Smith & Krannich, 2000). If so, this would suggest such
communities may include participation of all types of residents (e.g., prior tourists who
moved, as well as long term or lifelong), policy makers, and planners to develop and
implement their growth strategies and policies that might lead to a fair way of assessing
the costs of future infrastructure needs and zoning or annexation areas that maintain the
quality of the community.
Practical Implications
This study revealed that tourism can stimulate an in migration industry.
Communities seeking population growth can consider tapping into the local tourism
industry to recruit in-migrants. Some specific groups might be targeted that would even
help the local tourism industry. For example, retirees or near retirees who visit a
destination frequently might be targeted because should they permanently migrate they
can help sustain a service economy, such as tourism, beyond its normal lifecycle
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(Rodriquez, 2001). Furthermore, retirees or soon to near retirees have more free or
leisure time than those who move for work related opportunities. Communities can
promote participation in local groups and activities to help retirees fill their free time in
their new community. For example, communities who are successful at converting
retirees can recruit their new residents to serve on committees planning local community
activities, such as festival and special events.
Visitors converted to residents bring a new perspective from which communities
can benefit. For example, the previous experience or exposure was as a visitor and they
may possess ideas of how the community can further benefit from the visitor industry.
Rather than wait for them to naturally integrate into the community and become
participative, communities can recruit new resident participation. For example,
communities with a known or potential in migration industry resulting from tourism can
initiate or better promote newcomer groups to get new residents involved in their new
community. In addition, longer terms residents can serve as mentors to help newcomer
residents become involved and develop a sense of their new community. This initiative
would help the transition from being a tourist to a resident.
In addition to tourists who become residents, certain tourist segments could be
recruited to participate in community activities. For example, seasonal residents and
those who own a vacation home can be recruited to participate in the local community’s
events. Such visitors provide fresh perspectives for the community and their
participation in the community may contribute to their decision that the community is one
in which they would eventually like to become a permanent resident.
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This study revealed that tourists who move to a destination do become active in
community events and activities. However, length of residence was the best predictor of
types of activities. To expedite the community participation of tourists turned residents
communities with a well known tourism industry of regular and seasonal visitors where
in migration is likely can find ways to get would be in-migrants active prior to moving
there. For example, a community can recruit regular and seasonal visitors to participate
on committees for events where residents and tourists are likely to interact, such as
festivals. For the community and tourism development, the experienced tourists can
bring fresh ideas to committee that might help attract new tourists to the community and
its festivals and events. For the tourists who might become residents, serving on the
committee can help them further confirm they decision to move to the community and
expedite their opportunities to identify ways to participate in the community, as well
development friends with whom they might interact socially once they relocate.
Limitations
Results of this study should be considered with caution because of study
limitations. First, the response rate for this study was low (11.4%). The low response
rate could be the result of a number of reasons. First, the low response rate could be
attributed to what Couper (2000) referred to as a bombardment of electronic information
and requests to participate in survey research, which could ultimately limit opportunities
for internet and email based studies. Another possible reason for a low response rate
could be spam and other junk email filters, which cause emails to go to a separate folder
where respondents may not have seen the request to participate in this study. Finally,
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email addresses are believed to change frequently and respondents may never or rarely
check the email address they provided the Center for Carolina Living.
The low response rate likely contributed to the respondents not being
representative of the sample in terms of regions respondents moved from and education.
Furthermore, the low response rate resulted in items having skewed distributions that
should be interpreted with caution. Finally, the low response resulted in some regression
models being close to the recommendations of Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) for the ratio
of predictors to cases, which is a minimum of 50 plus eight times the number of
predictors. The low number of responses may have also resulted in type I errors. These
limitations of the response rate and number of responses in this exploratory study suggest
findings should be interpreted with caution.
Another limitation of this exploratory study is the relatively low amount of
variance explained. There remains a fair amount of research needed to understand the
tourism and migration relationship and how visiting a community prior to moving there is
related to in-migrants community participation and attitudes.
Generalizability of the study findings is another limitation of this study. The
study only included in-migrants to North Carolina and South Carolina who completed the
Carolina Lifestyle Survey and provided an email address. Therefore, the study
marginalized both in-migrants who did not complete the CLS, as well as those who did
but did not provide an email. Therefore, the study findings are not generalizeable to all
in-migrants in North Carolina and South Carolina, nor beyond the Carolinas.
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Measurement of some study items is also a limitation of this study. In terms of
the number of visits, this study limited the number to the five years prior to moving and
provided response options. This resulted in a rather homogeneous distribution of 1-5
visits. This likely resulted in the low average scores for variables where respondents
were asked to indicate how frequently they visited for various purposes, types of trips,
stay at a vacation residence, relocation related trips, and business opportunity trips.
Another measurement limitation is the accommodations used while visiting prior to
moving were limited to types of accommodations that required an investment in the
community (e.g., owning a vacation home or timeshare property) prior to moving there.
This excluded typical accommodations used by transient tourist (e.g., hotel/motel,
campground). Another measurement limitation is that aside from the sense of
community items, the study predominantly included single item measures.
Future Research
This study focused on in-migrants to North Carolina and South Carolina. The
analyses focused on those who visited their current community prior to moving there and
how visiting influenced their community participation, social interaction, sense of
community, and overall satisfaction. Future research could examine differences between
in-migrants who visited their community prior to moving there and those who did not.
Additional analyses in this study revealed that those who visited prior to moving to their
current community (M = 3.29, SD = 1.23) were significantly (t = -2.42, p = .02) more
active than those who did not (M = 2.71, SD = 1.27). There were no significant
differences between those who visited before moving to their current community and
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those who did not for social interaction with friends (t = 0.54, p = .59), relatives (t = 0.63, p = .53), and neighbors (t = -0.30, p = .77). In addition, there were no significant
differences between those who visited and those who did not for the four sense of
community dimensions: reinforcement of needs (t = -0.41, p = .68), membership (t = 0.71, p = .48), influence (t = -0.62, p = .53), and shared emotional connection (t = -0.77, p
= .44). Finally, overall community satisfaction (t = -0.86, p = .39) did not significantly
differ between those who visited and those who did not prior to moving to their current
community.
Another area of future research could examine the phenomenon of what might be
referred to as relocation tourism. Although it is likely small, this segment of the tourism
industry includes people who travel for the purpose of find a new community to relocate.
They may also be traveling to find their retirement community. This study revealed that
traveling to look for a community to move to is significantly related to the decision to
move to a community. However, this research only scratched the surface of the many
questions a study might examine related to this segment. For example, are the relocation
related travelers a homogeneous group, such as upcoming or current retirees, or there a
broad range of people who travel in search of a new community? How many
communities do people visit when looking for a new community? Is there a selection
process that relocation travelers go through to identify potential communities to visit?
Finally, how do relocation travelers compare potential destinations they visit and make
the final decision? These research questions would likely be valuable to organizations
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involved in the migration process (e.g., Center for Carolina Living and chambers of
commerce) and communities promoting themselves to potential movers.
Future the research might also examine the relationship between the type of
community (e.g., Main Street vs. gated communities) and their behaviors and attitudes.
This research can help identify if residents who relocate to the main community adopt the
community norms, while those who move the gated and private communities vote self
interest on community issues.
Future research can also begin to examine a path model based on the results of
this study. This study included two study purposes, one that examined how visiting prior
to relocating was related to in-migrants’ community participation, social interaction,
sense of community, and overall community satisfaction. The second study purpose
examined what aspects (e.g., number of visits, purpose of trip, type of trip, relocation
related trips) contributed to the decision to move to the destination. The path model
recommended for future research can begin with the significant relationships identified.
Based on results of this study, the initial model to examine a larger conceptualization of
the tourism and migration process might look similar Figure 6.1.

Figure 6.1 Conceptual Model of Tourism and In Migration Process
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The model just presented is based on results of this study. Testing this model
would combine the individual analyses based on results of this study. However, the path
model should also include examination of additional paths that would contribute to
understanding the tourism in migration process. For example, the path model should
examine potential paths from the trip characteristics (e.g., leisure trips, general vacations)
to the variables representing what happens to former tourists who became residents (e.g.,
community participation, social interaction).
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Appendix A
Questionnaire
Do you live in:
O North Carolina
O South Carolina
O Neither
In the 5 years PRIOR to moving to where you currently live, how many times did
you visit North Carolina?
O0
O 1-5
O 6-10
O 11-15
O 16-20
O 21 or more
During those 5 years, about how many different places in North Carolina did you
visit?
O 1-5
O 6-10
O 11-15
O 16-20
O 21 or more
In the 5 years PRIOR to moving to where you currently live, how many times did
you visit South Carolina?
O0
O 1-5
O 6-10
O 11-15
O 16-20
O 21 or more
During those 5 years, about how many different places in South Carolina did you
visit?
O 1-5
O 6-10
O 11-15
O 16-20
O 21 or more
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About how many times did you visit where you currently live during the 5 years
PRIOR to moving there?
O0
O 1-5
O 6-10
O 11-15
O 16-20
O 21 or more
Please indicate how often you visited where you currently live for each of the
following reasons:
Never Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Frequently Always
Leisure
O
O
O
O
O
O
Business
O
O
O
O
O
O
Convention/group
O
O
O
O
O
O
meeting
Weekend
O
O
O
O
O
O
getaway
O
O
O
O
O
O
General vacation
(about a week or
longer)
Visit friends
O
O
O
O
O
O
Visit family
O
O
O
O
O
O
Special event
O
O
O
O
O
O
(sport, festival,
etc)
Stay in a vacation
O
O
O
O
O
O
home you owned
Stay in a vacation
O
O
O
O
O
O
home owned by
friends
Stay in a vacation
O
O
O
O
O
O
home owned by
family
Rent a vacation
O
O
O
O
O
O
home
Stay at a
O
O
O
O
O
O
timeshare
property you
owned
Stay for an entire
O
O
O
O
O
O
season (such as
the spring)
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Your visits may have also included the following non-traditional reasons. Please
indicate how often you visited where you currently live to look for…
Never Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Frequently Always
a community to
O
O
O
O
O
O
permanently
relocate
a place to
O
O
O
O
O
O
live/work
a community to
O
O
O
O
O
O
acquire a
vacation home
a community to
O
O
O
O
O
O
relocate an
existing business
a community to
O
O
O
O
O
O
start a business
a community for
O
O
O
O
O
O
retirement
a community to
O
O
O
O
O
O
move where you
would be closer
to friends
a community to
O
O
O
O
O
O
move where you
would be closer
to family
Please indicate how often you visited where you currently live during each season:
Never Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Frequently Always
Winter
O
O
O
O
O
O
(December,
January,
February)
Spring (March,
O
O
O
O
O
O
April, May)
Summer (June,
O
O
O
O
O
O
July, August)
Fall (September,
O
O
O
O
O
O
October,
November)
Please indicate how influential your prior visits to where you currently live were in
your decision to move there:
O Not at all Influential
O Not Very Influential
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O Somewhat Influential
O Moderately Influential
O Very Influential

In general, how would you describe your level of activity in your current
community’s activities?
O Not at all Active
O Not Very Active
O Somewhat Active
O Moderately Active
O Very Active
Compared to when you first moved to where you currently live, are you less, about
the same, or more active in your current community’s activities?
O Less Active
O About the Same
O More Active
Please indicate how active you are in the following:
Not at all
Not Very
Somewhat
Active
Active
Active
Community
O
O
O
organizations
(homeowner
association)
Church or faithO
O
O
based groups
(member of a
church, Bible study
group)
School groups
O
O
O
(parent teacher
association, school
board, athletics’
boosters)
Recreation
O
O
O
(recreation center,
gardening club,
cycling club, golf)
Youth sports (little
O
O
O
league baseball,
girls’ softball,
soccer, Jr. golf)
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Moderately
Active
O

Very
Active
O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

Civic groups
(Rotary, Lions
Club, Kiwanis)
Social clubs (stay at
home moms,
scrapbooking
group, mens’ club)
Political
organizations (state
party, local or
county board)
Environmental
organizations
(conservancy
organization,
People for Parks,
Upstate Forever)

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

On average, about how many hours do you ordinarily spend per month attending
meetings or taking part in organized activities with community or local area clubs,
groups, or other organizations in your community?
O Less than one hour per month
O 1-4 hours per month
O 5-10 hours per month
O More than 10 hours per month
Please indicate which of the following activities in your current community you
participated in during the past 12 months. (Please check all that apply.)
□ Attended a local community event (such as a school concert, community parade, or
craft fair)
□ Contacted a public official about some issue or problem affecting your community
□ Worked with other local residents to try and deal with some community issue or
problem
□ Attended a public meeting in the community (like a school board meeting or federal
lands planning meeting)
□ Served as an officer in a community organization
□ Voted in a local election
□ Served on a local government commission, committee, or board
□ Served on a voluntary community service organization (such as a volunteer fire dept,
emergency medical technician or EMT)
□ Volunteered for a youth organization
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Please tell us about other ways you have participated in your current community in
the past 12 months:
a

Please indicate how often you interact socially with each of the following people in
your current community:
Rarely
About
Several
About
Several
About
Several
or
Once a Times a Once a Times a Once a Times a
Never
Year
Year
Month
Month
Week
Week
Friends
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
Relatives
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
Neighbors
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
Business
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
associates
Community
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
leaders
Community
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
organization
members
Civic group
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
members
Church
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
group
members
Please indicate how you feel you fit into your current community?
Neither
Resident
Nor
Resident
Tourist
O
O
O
O
O
O
How important is it to feel a sense of community with other residents?
O Prefer Not to be Part of This Community
O Not at all Important
O Not Very Important
O Somewhat Important
O Important
O Very Important
O I Would Not Want to Live Anywhere Else
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Tourist
O

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements about
your current community:

Being a
member of
this
community
makes me
feel good
I put a lot of
time and
effort into
being a
member of
this
community
This
community
has good
leaders
I expect to
be a part of
this
community
for a long
time
I can
recognize
most of the
members of
this
community
I have
influence
over what
this
community
is like
Members of
this
community

Neither
Agree
Slightly
Nor
Disagree Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

O

O

O

O

O

O

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O
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care about
each other
I get
important
needs of
mine met
because I
am part of
this
community
I can trust
people in
this
community
It is very
important to
me to be a
part of this
community
I feel
hopeful
about the
future of
this
community
This
community
has symbols
and
expression
of
membership
such as
clothes,
signs, art,
architecture,
logos,
landmarks,
and flags
that people
recognize

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O
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Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements about
your current community:
Neither
Agree
Strongly Moderately Slightly
Nor
Slightly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree

Community
members
and I value
the same
things
I care about
what other
community
members
think of me
Being a
member of
this
community
is a part of
my identity
Most
community
members
know me
If there is a
problem in
this
community,
members
can get it
solved
This
community
has been
successful in
getting the
needs of its
members
met
When I have
a problem, I
can talk

Moderately Strongly
Agree
Agree

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O
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about it with
members of
this
community
This
community
can
influence
other
communities
Fitting into
this
community
is important
to me
I am with
other
community
members a
lot and
enjoy being
with them
People in
this
community
have similar
needs,
priorities,
and goals
Members of
this
community
have shared
important
events
together,
such as
holidays,
celebration,
or disasters

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O
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Which of the following best describes your residence? (Please select one.)
O I own
O I rent
O Other
Please specify:
a

Please indicate how many people live in your home? (If zero, please type 0.)
Number of adults: 1
Number of children (under 18 years of age:
1
Please indicate which of the following best describes where you currently live.
(Please select one.)
O Age-qualified retirement community
O Unplanned community, but more than 50% of residents are age 60 or older
O Residential resort
O Country club community
O Suburban neighborhood
O Small historic town
O College town
O Traditional neighborhood
O Big city
O Downtown setting
O Farming community
O Conservation protected community
How else would you describe where you currently live?
a

Which of the following best describes where you currently live? (Please select one.)
O Urban
O Rural
O Suburban
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In what year did you move to where you currently live?
1
In what month did you move to where you currently live? (Please select from the pull
down list provided.)
Approximately how many months prior to relocating did you decide to move to
where you current live?
1
Please indicate the city and state and/or zip code and state where you lived prior to
moving to where you currently live:
City: 1
State:
1
Zip:
1
Do you own a business where you currently live?
O No
O Yes
How long have you owned the business? (Number of years.)
1
Which of the following best describes your business?
O I started the business after moving to where I currently live
O I relocated the business from somewhere else to where I currently live
O Other
Please specify:
a

Please indicate how IMPORTANT each of the following was in your decision to
move to where you currently live:
Not at all
Not Very
Somewhat Moderately
Very
Important
Important
Important
Important
Important
Closer to friends
O
O
O
O
O
Closer to parents
O
O
O
O
O
Closer to children
O
O
O
O
O
Closer to other
O
O
O
O
O
family
Native area
O
O
O
O
O
Scenic beauty
O
O
O
O
O
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Four mild season
Recreational
opportunities
Cultural attractions
Modest tax rate
Warm year round
Housing costs
Cost of living
Medical care
Learning
opportunities
Business or
employment
opportunities
Spectator sports
Nightlife
Restaurants
Entertainment
Parks

O
O

O
O

O
O

O
O

O
O

O
O
O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O
O
O

O

O

O

O

O

O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O

What else was important when deciding to move to where you currently live?
a

Please indicate how SATISFIED you are with each of the following where you
currently live:
Not at all
Not Very
Somewhat Moderately
Very
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Scenic beauty
O
O
O
O
O
Four mild season
O
O
O
O
O
Recreational
O
O
O
O
O
opportunities
Cultural attractions
O
O
O
O
O
Modest tax rate
O
O
O
O
O
Warm year round
O
O
O
O
O
Housing costs
O
O
O
O
O
Cost of living
O
O
O
O
O
Medical care
O
O
O
O
O
Learning
O
O
O
O
O
opportunities
Business or
O
O
O
O
O
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employment
opportunities
Spectator sports
Nightlife
Restaurants
Entertainment
Parks

O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O

O
O
O
O
O

Overall, how satisfied are you with your current community?
O Not at all Satisfied
O Slightly Satisfied
O Moderately Satisfied
O Very Satisfied
O Extremely Satisfied
PRIOR to moving to where you currently live, have you ever lived in North
Carolina?
O No
O Yes
How long did you live in North Carolina PRIOR to your most recent move to the
Carolinas? (Number of years.)
1
Were you born in North Carolina?
O No
O Yes
Please indicate when you attended school in North Carolina. (Please check all that
apply. If none, please click Next.)
□ Grammar school
□ High school
□ College
□ Post graduate school
PRIOR to moving to where you currently live, have you ever lived in South
Carolina?
O No
O Yes
How long did you live in South Carolina PRIOR to your most recent move to the
Carolinas? (Number of years.)
1
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Were you born in South Carolina?
O No
O Yes
Please indicate when you attended school in South Carolina. (Please check all that
apply. If none, please click Next.)
□ Grammar school
□ High school
□ College
□ Post graduate school
Do you own a vacation home?
O No
O Yes
During a typical year, about how many WEEKS do you stay at your vacation home?
1
How old are you?
1
Are you:
O No
O Yes
What is the highest level of education you have completed?
O Grade school or some high school
O High school diploma or GED
O Technical, vocation, or trade school
O Some college (includes junior college)
O College graduate
O Masters degree
O Ph.D.
O Professional (MD, DDS)
Which of the following best describes your current employment status?
O Full-time
O Part-time
O Unemployed
O Retired
O Retired, but work part-time
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Did you retire:
O Prior to moving to your current community
O After moving to your current community
What is your approximate household income?
O Less than $20,000
O $20,000 – 29,999
O $30,000 – 39,999
O $40,000 – 49,999
O $50,000 – 59,999
O $60,000 – 69,999
O $70,000 – 79,999
O $80,000 – 89,999
O $90,000 – 99,999
O $100,000 – 124,999
O $125,000 – 149,999
O $150,000 – 174,999
O $175,000 – 199,999
O $200,000 – 249,999
O $250,000 – 299,999
O $300,000 or more
What is your race? (Please check all that apply.)
□ White
□ Black or African American
□ American Indian or Alaskan Native
□ Asian
□ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Is there anything else you would like to share about your current community?
a
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Appendix B
Initial Email Invitation
Subject:Clemson University and Carolina Living Need Your Help
Dear {FirstName}:
We need your help. Clemson University and the Center for Carolina Living are
partnering on a project about people who have moved to North and South Carolina in the
last 10 years. We are interested in learning about your travel experiences to the Carolinas
prior to moving, your level of involvement in your community, and what you think about
where you live. You were selected to participate in the study based on your completion of
the Center for Carolina Living’s Carolina Lifestyle Survey. When you completed the
Carolina Lifestyle Survey you provided this email address. There are a limited number of
individuals being asked to participate in the study, so your input is very important and
greatly appreciated.
To thank you for participating, once you complete the study you will have the
opportunity to receive a summary of the study results and a complimentary copy of the
most current CarolinaLiving magazine. Details to receive the summary of results and
complimentary CarolinaLiving will be provided once you complete the questions.
The amount of time required to complete the questionnaire is about 10 to 15 minutes.
There are no known risks associated with this research. Your participation in this research
study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate and you may withdraw your
consent to participate at any time.
You may be assured of complete confidentiality. Your name and contact information will
never be placed on the questionnaire or along with your responses. The only purpose of
collecting the information is to deliver a summary of results and complementary copy of
the most current CarolinaLiving to thank you for participating. Again, you may be
assured of complete confidentiality.
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please
contact me at Clemson University at 864.656.2060 or wnorman@clemson.edu. If you
have any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact
the Clemson University Office of Research Compliance at 864.656.6460.
Finally, we appreciate your willingness to consider our request and we thank you in
advance for your help in this study. The link below will direct you to the online
questionnaire.
{surveylinkauto}
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Sincerely,
Dr. William C. Norman
Project Director
Jason Draper
Ph.D. Candidate
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Appendix C
Second Request Email
Subject:Clemson University and Carolina Living Need Your Help
Dear {FirstName}:
Last week we sent you a request to participate in a project being conducted by Clemson
University and the Center for Carolina Living about people who have moved to North
and South Carolina in the last 10 years. If you already participated, thank you very much.
If you have not yet participated, we still need your help. There are a limited number of
individuals being asked to participate in the study, so your input is very important and
greatly appreciated.
We are interested in learning about your travel experiences to the Carolinas prior to
moving, your level of involvement in your community, and what you think about where
you live. You were selected to participate in the study based on your completion of the
Center for Carolina Living’s Carolina Lifestyle Survey. When you completed the
Carolina Lifestyle Survey you provided this email address.
To thank you for participating, once you complete the study you will have the
opportunity to receive a summary of the study results and a complimentary copy of the
most current CarolinaLiving magazine. Details to receive the summary of results and
complimentary CarolinaLiving will be provided once you complete the questions.
The amount of time required to complete the questionnaire is about 10 to 15 minutes.
There are no known risks associated with this research. Your participation in this research
study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate and you may withdraw your
consent to participate at any time.
You may be assured of complete confidentiality. Your name and contact information will
never be placed on the questionnaire or along with your responses. The only purpose of
collecting the information is to deliver a summary of results and complementary copy of
the most current CarolinaLiving to thank you for participating. Again, you may be
assured of complete confidentiality.
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please
contact me at Clemson University at 864.656.2060 or wnorman@clemson.edu. If you
have any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact
the Clemson University Office of Research Compliance at 864.656.6460.
Finally, we appreciate your willingness to consider our request and we thank you in
advance for your help in this study. The link below will direct you to the online
questionnaire.
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{surveylinkauto}

Sincerely,
Dr. William C. Norman
Project Director
Jason Draper
Ph.D. Candidate
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Appendix D
Final Email Request
Subject:Clemson University and Carolina Living Need Your Help
Dear {FirstName}:
About three weeks ago we emailed you regarding a study being done by the Center for
Carolina Living and Clemson University about people who have moved to North and
South Carolina. If you have completed the online questions, thank you very much. If you
have not completed the online questions we still need your help. Each completed
questionnaire significantly contributes to the usefulness of the study. A link to the online
questionnaire is located near the bottom of this email message.
WE WOULD ALSO LIKE TO SHOW OUR APPRECIATION FOR YOUR
PARTICIPATION. ONCE YOU COMPLETE THE ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE YOU
WILL HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO RECEIVE A SUMMARY OF THE PROJECT
RESULTS AND A COMPLIMENTARY ISSUE OF THE MOST CURRENT
CarolinaLiving MAGAZINE.
The amount of time required to complete the questionnaire is about 10 to 15 minutes.
There are no known risks associated with this research. Your participation in this research
study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate and you may withdraw your
consent to participate at any time.
YOU MAY BE ASSURED OF COMPLETE CONFIDENTIALITY. YOUR NAME
AND CONTACT INFORMATION WILL NEVER BE PLACED ON THE
QUESTIONNAIRE OR ALONG WITH YOUR RESPONSES. THE ONLY PURPOSE
OF COLLECTING THE INFORMATION IS TO DELIVER A SUMMARY OF
RESULTS AND COMPLEMENTARY COPY OF THE MOST CURRENT
CAROLINALIVING TO THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING. AGAIN, YOU MAY
BE ASSURED OF COMPLETE CONFIDENTIALITY.
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please
contact me at Clemson University at 864.656.2060 or wnorman@clemson.edu. If you
have any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact
the Clemson University Office of Research Compliance at 864.656.6460.
We appreciate your willingness to consider our request and we thank you in advance for
your help in this study. The link below will direct you to the online questionnaire.
{surveylinkauto}
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Sincerely,
Dr. William C. Norman
Project Director
Jason Draper
Ph.D. Candidate
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Appendix E
Results of Wave Analysis
ANOVA
Sum of
Squares
Q2#5 About how
many times did you
visit where you
currently live during
the 5 years prior to
moving there
Q2#6#a Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Leisure
Q2#6#b Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Business
Q2#6#c Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Convention/group
meeting
Q2#6#d Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Weekend getaway
Q2#6#e Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:

Between
Groups

Mean
Square

df

.077

2

.038

Within
Groups

116.917

157

.745

Total

116.994

159

2.084

2

1.042

421.156

118

3.569

423.240
21.515

120
2

10.758

257.275

116

2.218

278.790
3.852

118
2

1.926

55.669

118

.472

59.521

120

5.216

2

2.608

173.835

115

1.512

179.051
7.396

117
2

3.698

323.759

119

2.721

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
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F

Sig.

.051

.950

.292

.747

4.850

.009

4.082

.019

1.725

.183

1.359

.261

General vacation
(about a week or
longer)
Q2#6#f Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Visit friends

Total

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Q2#6#g Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live: Groups
Visit family
Total
Q2#6#h Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live: Groups
Special event (sport,
Total
festival, etc)
Q2#6#i Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live: Groups
Stay in a vacation
Total
home you owned
Q2#6#j Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Stay in a vacation
home owned by
friends
Q2#6#k Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live:
Stay in a vacation
home owned by
family

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

331.156

121

6.170

2

3.085

199.310

120

1.661

205.480
7.305

122
2

3.652

393.687

120

3.281

400.992
.001

122
2

.001

59.536

118

.505

59.537

120

.565

2

.282

28.037

120

.234

28.602

122

.377

2

.189

43.541

120

.363

43.919

122

.160

2

.080

61.011

120

.508

61.171

122

221

1.857

.161

1.113

.332

.001

.999

1.208

.302

.520

.596

.157

.855

Q2#6#l Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live: Groups
Rent a vacation
Total
home
Q2#6#m Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live: Groups
Stay at a timeshare
property you owned Total
Q2#6#n Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live: Groups
Stay for an entire
season (such as the Total
spring)
Q2#7#a Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live to Groups
look for...a
Total
community to
permanently relocate
Q2#7#b Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live to Groups
look for...a place to
Total
live/work
Q2#7#c Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live to
look for...a
community to
acquire a vacation
home
Q2#7#d Please
indicate how often

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

Between
Groups

.621

2

.310

127.379

118

1.079

128.000

120

1.045

2

.522

63.624

121

.526

64.669

123

.612

2

.306

54.019

119

.454

54.631

121

24.094

2

12.047

341.112

123

2.773

365.206

125

12.702

2

6.351

369.298

122

3.027

382.000

124

.436

2

.218

71.441

119

.600

71.877

121

.675

2

222

.338

.288

.751

.994

.373

.674

.512

4.344

.015

2.098

.127

.363

.696

.465

.629

you visited where
you currently live to
look for...a
community to
relocate an existing
business
Q2#7#e Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live to
look for...a
community to start a
business
Q2#7#f Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live to
look for...a
community for
retirement
Q2#7#g Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live to
look for...a
community to move
where you would be
closer to friends
Q2#7#h Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live to
look for...a
community to move
where you would be
closer to family
Q2#8#a Please
indicate how often
you visited where
you currently live

Within
Groups
Total

88.493

122

89.168

124

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

4.899

2

2.449

108.760

120

.906

113.659

122

2.625

2

1.313

480.334

119

4.036

482.959

121

1.107

2

.553

198.992

119

1.672

200.098

121

1.687

2

.843

276.945

119

2.327

278.631

121

.075

2

.037

300.227

113

2.657

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

Between
Groups
Within
Groups

223

.725

2.703

.071

.325

.723

.331

.719

.362

.697

.014

.986

during....Winter
Total
(December, January,
February)
Q2#8#b Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live
Groups
during....Spring
(March, April, May) Total
Q2#8#c Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live
Groups
during....Summer
(June, July, August) Total
Q2#8#d Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you visited where
Within
you currently live
Groups
during....Fall
Total
(September,
October, November)
Q2#9 Please indicate Between
how influential your Groups
prior visits to where Within
you currently live
Groups
were in your
Total
decision to move
there
Q3#1 In general,
how would you
describe your level
of activity in your
current community's
activities?
Q3#7#a Please
indicate how often
you interact socially
with...Friends

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

300.302

115

8.559

2

4.279

265.971

114

2.333

274.530

116

1.326

2

.663

330.379

119

2.776

331.705

121

3.604

2

1.802

272.144

116

2.346

275.748

118

14.730

2

7.365

99.128

124

.799

113.858

126

.975

2

.487

250.827

158

1.588

251.801

160

6.384

2

3.192

457.460

157

2.914

463.844

159
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1.834

.164

.239

.788

.768

.466

9.213

.000

.307

.736

1.096

.337

Q3#7#b Please
indicate how often
you interact socially
with...Relatives

Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Q3#7#c Please
Between
indicate how often Groups
you interact socially Within
with...Neighbors
Groups
Total
Q4#2#a Being a
Between
member of this
Groups
community makes Within
me feel good
Groups
Total
Q4#2#b I put a lot of Between
time and effort into Groups
being part of this
Within
community
Groups
Total
Q4#2#c This
Between
community has good Groups
leaders
Within
Groups
Total
Q4#2#d I expect to Between
be a part of this
Groups
community for a
Within
long time
Groups
Total
Q4#2#e I can
Between
recognize most of
Groups
the members of this Within
community
Groups
Total
Q4#2#f I have
Between
influence over what Groups

2.424

2

1.212

763.485

152

5.023

765.910
18.395

154
2

9.198

487.505

157

3.105

505.900
2.360

159
2

1.180

258.843

149

1.737

261.204
.090

151
2

.045

506.307

148

3.421

506.397
21.859

150
2

10.930

382.820

150

2.552

404.680
5.754

152
2

2.877

483.871

149

3.247

489.625
26.608

151
2

13.304

500.307

150

3.335

526.915
3.392

152
2

1.696

225

.241

.786

2.962

.055

.679

.508

.013

.987

4.283

.016

.886

.415

3.989

.021

.579

.562

this community is
like
Q4#2#g Members of
this community care
about each other

Q4#2#h I get
important needs of
mine met because I
am part of this
community
Q4#2#i I can trust
people in this
community

Q4#2#j It is very
important to me to
be a part of this
community
Q4#2#k I feel
hopeful about the
future of this
community
Q4#2#l This
community has
symbols and
expressions of
membership such as
clothes, signs, art,
architecture, logos,
landmarks, and flags
that people can
recognize

Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

430.401

147

2.928

433.793
11.662

149
2

5.831

413.858

149

2.778

425.520
1.180

151
2

.590

442.205

150

2.948

443.386
2.855

152
2

1.428

318.138

148

2.150

320.993
8.966

150
2

4.483

329.339

148

2.225

338.305
10.152

150
2

5.076

349.000

148

2.358

359.152
2.485

150
2

1.243

487.008

147

3.313

489.493

149
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2.099

.126

.200

.819

.664

.516

2.015

.137

2.153

.120

.375

.688

Q4#3#a Community Between
members and I value Groups
the same things
Within
Groups
Total
Q4#3#b I care about Between
what other
Groups
community
Within
members think of
Groups
me
Total
Q4#3#c Being a
Between
member of this
Groups
community is a part Within
of my identity
Groups
Total
Q4#3#d Most
Between
community
Groups
members know me Within
Groups
Total
Q4#3#e If there is a Between
problem in this
Groups
community,
Within
members can get it Groups
solved
Total
Q4#3#f This
Between
community has been Groups
successful in getting Within
the needs of its
Groups
members met
Total
Q4#3#g When I
Between
have a problem, I
Groups
can talk about it with Within
members of this
Groups
community
Total
Q4#3#h This
Between
community can
Groups

1.196

2

.598

319.863

150

2.132

321.059
8.056

152
2

4.028

374.964

148

2.534

383.020
1.039

150
2

.520

458.934

148

3.101

459.974
3.205

150
2

1.603

468.607

146

3.210

471.812
.746

148
2

.373

340.694

147

2.318

341.440
2.504

149
2

1.252

348.175

150

2.321

350.680
1.605

152
2

.802

332.160

150

2.214

333.765
2.692

152
2

1.346

227

.280

.756

1.590

.207

.168

.846

.499

.608

.161

.852

.539

.584

.362

.697

.721

.488

influence other
communities
Q4#3#i Fitting into
this community is
important to me

Q4#3#j I am with
other community
members a lot and
enjoy being with
them
Q4#3#k People in
this community have
similar needs,
priorities, and goals
Q4#3#l Members of
this community have
shared important
events together, such
as holidays,
celebrations, or
disasters
Q6#4 Overall, how
satisfied are you
with your current
community

Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total
Between
Groups
Within
Groups
Total

278.018

149

1.866

280.711
11.512

151
2

5.756

397.796

150

2.652

409.307
2.464

152
2

1.232

451.852

149

3.033

454.316
4.053

151
2

2.026

379.006

150

2.527

383.059
7.500

152
2

3.750

356.265

150

2.375

363.765

152

Between
Groups

.039

2

.019

Within
Groups

128.621

141

.912

Total

128.660

143

228

2.170

.118

.406

.667

.802

.450

1.579

.210

.021

.979
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